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TO 
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As  the  volumes,  now  presented  to  the  public,  con- 
taining a  translation  of  ^ie  latter  half  of  Michaelis's 
Introduction  to  the  New  Testament,  have  succeeded 
the  publication  of  the  former  half,  after  an  interval  of 
not  less  than  eight  years,  and  even  at  present  my  com- 
mentary on  the  author's  text  extends  no  further  than 
the  three  first  Gospels,  it  may  be  justly  expected,  that 
I  should  offer  some  explanation  upon  this  subject. 
The  translation  itself  was  finished  before  the  close  of 
1795,  when  I  began  to  draw  up  a  commentary  on 
our  author's  text,  as  I  had  done  in  the  preceding 
volumes.  But  as  I  proceeded  with  the  Notes  on 
the  three  first  Gospels,  I  perceived  the  necessity  of 
entering  into  a  minute  investigation  of  their  origin  and 
composition,  which  gave  rise  to  the  Dissertation,  printed 
in  Vol.  III.  P.  ii. :  and  this  Dissertation  was  not  finished 
before  the  beginning  of  1798.  It  was  at  that  time, 
that  my  attention  began  to  be  directed  to  a  totally  dif- 
ferent subject :  the  calumnies,  which  were  then  inces- 
santly uttered  against  Great  Britain,  both  at  home  and 
abroad,  provoked  me  to  attempt  a  confutation  of  them : 
and  the  volumes,  which  I  accordingly  published,  again 
employed  an  interval  of  nearly  two  years.  Toward 
the  end  of  1799,  I  returned  to.  the  study  of  theology : 
%  I  began  to  collect  materials  for  observations  on  the 
4>ther  books  of  the  New  Testament :  and  I  intended  to 
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have  treated  them  in  the  same  manner,  as  I  had  done 
the  three  first  Gospels,  when  a  new  interruption  took 
place  in  March  1 800.    From  the  University  of  Leipzig, 
where  I  then  resided,  I  returned  to  England,  in  con- 
sequence of  an  invitation,  which  I  could  not  refuse : 
and  as  the  completion  of  my  original  plan,  with  regard 
to  Michaelis's  Introduction,   was  thus  deferred  to  an 
unlimited  time,  I  determined  to  print  the  remainder 
of  the  translation  without  further  delay.     In  so  doing, 
I  hope  I  shall  not  incur  the  censure  of  the  public  :  as  it 
is  certainly  more  desireable  to  have  the  work  of  Mi- 
chaelis  complete,  though  the  whole  is  not  accompanied 
with  Notes,  than  to  wait  several  years  longer  for  the 
completion  of  the  work,  merely  for  the  sake  of  some 
additional  observations  by  the  translator. 

After  this  explanation,  it  remains  only,  that  I  express 
my  obligations  to  the  University,  for  its  liberal  assist- 
ance, in  defraying  the  expences  of  the  present,  as  well 
as  of  the  preceding  volumes. 


ST.  JQflN'S  COLLEGE,  CAMBRIDGE, 

june  22,  1801. 


HERBERT  MARSH. 
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CHAPTER  I* 
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Of  7HS  NAME,  AXD   NUMBER  OF  THE  CANOHICAfc 

GOSPELS. 

The  first  book  of  the  New  Testament,  according 
to  the  arrangement  in  the  manuscripts1,  contains  the 
four  Gospels,  or  the  four  Histories  of  Christ's  life* 

The  6  reek  name  BuayycAt o*  has  three  different  senses* 
as  used  by  profane  writers,  by  the  sacred  Writers*  and  by 
ecclesiastical  writeife ;  and  these  three  senses  mu$t  be 
carefully  distinguished  from  each  other.  The  want  of 
this  distinction  has  sometimes  given  rise  to  mistake^ 
and  induced,  for  instance!  many  persons  to  suppose  that 
St.  Paul  dictated  the  Gospel  of  St  Luke*  because  in 
his  epUtle  to  the  Romans*  he  uses  the  expression  *  ac- 
cording  to  my  Gospel  V  The  word  tuayyt Ato»  is  used 
by  the  Greek  profane  writers  to  signify  good  news  in 
general :  but  in  the  New  Testament  it  signifies  the  joyful 
Intelligence  of  the  advent  of  the  Messiah  in  particular, 
«nd  is  used  by  St  Paul  *  in  reference  to  the  prophecies 

*  ftono,  xi,  16.  *  Rom.  i.  i9  % 

Vol.  III.  A 


NAME  AND  NUMBER  CHAP.  U 


of  that  event    Also  St.  Mark  writes,  Chap  i.  1 

'  The  beginning  of  the  Gospel was  John' s  r  and 

Christ  himself,  in  his  answer  to  John,  who  had  sent  to 
inquire  who  Tie  was,  thought  it  sufficient,  lifter  relating 
the  miracles,  wliich  he  had  performed,  to  add  '  and  the 
poor  have  the  Gospel  preached  to  them/  that  is,  it  is 
announced  to  the  poof  that  the  Messiah  is  come c. 
Ecclesiastical  writers  bave  taken -the  word  cvnyycXiov  in  a 
new  sense,  and  have  used  it  to  signify  '  a  narrative  of 
the  life  of  Christ/  It  is  usee}  in  this  sense  in  both  the 
old  and  new  superscriptions,  which  have  been  pVefixed 
to  the  few  Gospels  4 ;  find  hence,  the  authors  M  them 
have  acquired  Ae  Title  of  Evangelists  \ 

I  will  not  undertake  to  assign  the  reason,  why  we  have 
precisely  four  Gospels,  or  to  discover  to  what  .cause  it  ia 
owing  that  their  number  is  neither  greater  nor  less, 
though  it  was  attempted  by  some  of  the  ancient  fathers, 
who  fancied  that  they  had  discovered  a  mysterious  ana- 
logy between  the  four  Gospels  and  the  four  winds  *• 
4farl  arh  so  far  frctii  seeking  a  rhysteryin  t£e:Mtiibef 
four,  that  I  have  my  doubts  Whether  two  of  them, 
gtottrcly  thq$fi'Of  SkAfork  and, St  Luke  were  divinely 
fttopirtd  d:  andev$*>  if  it  were  tritf  that  my  doubts  wept 
ungrounded, ;  yet  On  *be  other  J^nd  tl^eir  number  was 
^imefbimuchigi^ftprithWifour,  .{botfgjh  four  qqly  hpve 
1jasbf»qtdbJft  Abftpwwqt  age  *..  >l]hat.  the  number  of 
eHJ npre»e(H Gospels  Iher^for^.^iouwts  precisely  to  four, 
'jwi.oan  aatribe/-tp^i|pi  at^eq^qsp^n  met?  accident, 
Jt  ifa  tiiie  ttrntoavevy -event,  which  we  ija^aecidetftal,  jg 
ttili  ewiqg . FtPotbe^ particular,  direction  of  the  Supreme 
Being ; .  j*t  vrc!  robsfrnajte  a  dtstipotiw  between  qvfntaj 
xnhithi  tappet*  froito  *fee  «qoibikhi  course  of  things  aw} 
fcoch  a*  are^med  from  hi$  iiniaediate;  interposition.  . 
; .  The  rial  state  of  tbe  case  Appears  to  be  as  follows* 
Attbeiltnfb  mbm&U  J^eAttfti^^  to.  writ*  hU  his-> 
fwyof  tbq  transactions  of  Christ,  various  b^it  uacertajr? 
Gospels  were  already  in  circulation?.  .  These  Goppelfe 

•  Matfh.  xi.  5*  *  Sec  Vol,  I.  Ch.  hi.  Sect  3. 

•  Lukei.  1-^4.  ..:,.:. 

*  ..    .     :  :? 
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probably  owing  to  the  circumstance,  that  the  acouats, 
which  they  contained  were  uncertain  have  either  to- 
tally perished,  or  are  preserved  only  in  a  few  scattered 
ind  even  interpolated  fragments 7.  It  is  certain  that 
they  never  were  received  by  the  Christian  Church  as  cre- 
dible and  authentic  documents,  that  they  were  never 
deemed  worthy  to  be  read  in  the  public  service,  nor 
admitted  into  the  catalogue. of  the  writings  of  the  New 
Testament  Whether  internal  or  external  evidence 
contributed  chiefly  to  their  rejection,  whether  their  ac- 
counts, which  have  the  appearance  of  fable,  rather  than 
of  history,  and  not  .seldom  contradict  each  other.,  ren* 
&red  them  suspected,  or  whether  an  opposition  on  the 
part  of  the  .Apostles  and.  other  eye-witnesses  prevented 
them  from  being  generally  received,  is  at  present  diffi-: 
di)t  io  be-  determined^  because  we  have  no  Christian 
historians  of  the  first  century.  A  tradition  relative  to 
this  subject  Js  recorded  byEusebiusin  his  Ecclesiastical 
History's  which  be  gives  however  as  a  mere  report* 
without  quoting  any  written  evidence  for  its  authority* 
Namely,  f  the  three  iirst  Gospels  being  now  delivered 
to  all  men,  and  to  John  himself,  it  is  said,  that  he  ap- 
proved them,  and  confirmed  the  truth  of  their  narration 
by  bis  own  testimony  V  saying,  there  was  only  wanting 
a  written  account  of  the  things  done  by  Christ  in  the 
former  part,  and  in  the  beginning  of  his  preaching.* 
If  this  report  be  grounded,  we  can  easily  account  for 
&e  admission  of  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark* 
and  St  Luke,  with  the  addition  of  that  written  by  St 
John,  and  of  those  only  i  the  testimony  of  the  last  sur- 
viving Apostle,  wha  bad  himself  been  eyenwitness  to 
the  several  transactions, i  was  sufficient  authority*  Who* 
tber  this  testimony  implies  that  the  three  first  Gospels 
are  totally  free  from  the  smallest  historical  inaccuracy, 

'  Book  III.  ch.  24. 
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U  *'  question  which  belongs  not  to  the  present  subject, 
and  which  will  he  examined  in  the  sequel. 

It  is  a  considerable  advantage,  that  an  history  of  such 
importance  as  that  of  Jesus  Christ,  has  been  recorded 
by  the  pens  of  separate  and  independent  writers,  who 
from  the  very  contradictious,  whether  real  or  apparent, 
which  are  visible  iq  these  accounts,  have  incontestably 
proved  that  they  did  not  unite,  with  a  view  of  imposing 
a  fabulous  narrative  on  mankind;  That  St.  Matthew 
had  never  seen  the  Gospel  of  St  Luke,  nor  St.  Luke  the 
Gospel  of  St.  Matthew  is  evident  from  a  comparison  of 
their  writings.  The  Gospel  of  St.  Mark,  which  was 
written  later,  must  likewise  have  been  unknown  to  St# 
Luke ;  and  that  St  Mark  had  ever  read  the  Gospel  of 
St  Luke  is  at  least  improbable,  because  their  Gospels 
so  frequently  differ*  That  St  Mark  made  use  of  St 
Matthew's  Gospel  in  the  composition  of  his  own,  has 
been  a  generally  received  opinion,  to  which  I  formerly 
subscribed ;  but  I  am  at  present  of  a  different  opinion, 
for  which  I  shall  allege  the  reasons  in  their  proper  place. 
We  have  therefore  three  distinct  writers  of  the  same 
history,  who  wrote  independently  of  each  other.  It  10 
true  that  the  fourth  Evangelist  had  read  the  works  of 
the  other  three,  but  he  is  very  far  from  having  copied 
or  even  from  having  followed  tbem  in  their  descriptions^ 
His  Gospel  has  very  little  matter  in  common  with  the 
three  first ;  but  even  where  the  same  narrations  are  re« 
corded,  it  seems  to  have  been  so  little  his  intention  to  be 
directed  merely  by  their  contents,  that  we  might  rather 
suppose  him  to  have  sometimes  corrected,  in  an  indirect 
and  delicate  manner,  the  trifling  inaccuracies  of  those; 
who  had  written  before  him. 
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OX   THE   HARMONY  OJ?   THE  FOUft  GOSPELS, 

SECTION  L  '     • 

Apparent  contradictions  of  tie  Gospels* 

I  observed  in  the  preceding  chapter,  that  .the  ac- 
counts delivered  by  the  several  Evangelists  do  not 
at  all  times  perfectly  coincide :  but  this  very  circum? 
stance,  which  I  mentioned  as  an  argument  in  their  fa* 
vour,  has  formed  the  subject  of  a  very  heavy  and  serious 
accusation.  No  one  has  urged  the  charge  with  so.  much 
bitterness,  and  so  much  force,  as  the  anonymous  author 
of  the  Wolfeobuttcl  Fragments,  published  by  Leasing  \ 
in  which  the .  resurrection  of  Christ  is  represented  as  a 
false  and  idle  taJe,  because  the  historians,  who  have  re* 
corded  it,  disagree,  in  their  accounts.  In  opposition  to 
this  treatise)  I  published  at  Halle  in  1783,  an  Exposition 
of  the  history  of  the  death  and  resurrection  of  Christ  % 
from  which  I  shall  frequently  borrow  materials  in  this 
and  the  following  sections,  and  sometimes  transcribe 
whole  passages,  where  I  think  the  subject  would  lo&t 
if  I  made  use  of  different  words* 

However  dangerous  these  contradictions  may  appear 
to  many  friends  of  the  Christian  cause,  and  however 
forcibly  they  have  been  applied  by  its  enemies,  the  dis* 
advantage,  which  arises  from  them,  is  by  no  means  so 
great,  as  is  supposed,  since  they  prove,  what  is  of  the 
utmost  importance,  that  the  Evangelists  did  not  write 
in  concert.  If  the  three  first  Evangelists  bad  entered 
into  a  combination,  with  a  view  of  imposing  a  fiction 
on  the  world,  they1  would  certainly  have  avoided  even 
the  smallest  appearance  of  disagreement,  and  if  the 
miraculous  events,  which  they  bad  recorded,  bad  been 
empty  fables,  it  is  probable,  that  St.  John  wbo  had  read 

their  Gospels,  before  be  wrote  lm  own,  would  have 
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taken  care  to  admit  not  the  least  deviation  from  the 
writings  of  his  predecessors,  in  ordeV  that  the  fraud 
might  be  the  less  easily  detected.  The  anonymous 
author,  of  the  WoHcnbiittel  Fragments,  whose  object  in 
general  does  not  appear  to  have  been  a  candid  investi- 
gation of  the  truth,  i&  guilty  therefore  of  an  egregious 
mistake,  in  suggesting,  after  an  enumeration  of  ten  con- 
tradictions in  one  chapter,  that  the  whole  history  of  the 
resurrection  excites  a  suspicion,  that  the  persons,  who 
wrote  the  account  of  it,  acted  in  concert. 
■  Historical  contradictions  may  be  divided  into  twd 
classes,  real,  and  apparent :  these  must  carefully  be  dis* 
tinguished  from  each  other,  and  each  considered  sepa- 
rately. 

•  When  several  persons,  who  have  been  eye-witnesses  td 
•fcneand  the  same  transaction,  give  separate  and  inde- 
pendent accounts  of  it,  it  is  hardly  possible  that  they 
should  coincide  in  every  trifling  particular.  1  appeal  to 
any  experienced  lawyer,  whether  he  would  not  suspect 
Che  truth  of  a  document  containing  an  examination,  on 
which  twenty  witnesses  gave  the  same  answers  to  the 
same  interrogatories.  And  if  they  agreed  likewise  in 
their  expressions,  there  would  be  ground  to  suspect  that 
tbe«xaminer  had  drawn  up  the  depositions  himself,  and 
either  had  not  interrogated  the  witnesses  at  all,  or  had 
suggested  to  them  the  answers,  in  order  to  carry  hi* 

poinr, 

~  The  reason  why  apparent  contradictions  are  unavoid- 
able in  the  deposition  of  several  eye-witnesses  to  the 
same  transaction  is  easy  to  be  assigned.  They  do  not 
all  observe  every  minute  circumstance  of  the  transaction, 
but  one  pays  particular  attention  to  one  circumstance, 
Another  to  another  circumstance ;  this  occasions  a  varia* 
tiori  in  their  accounts,  which  it  is  sometimes  difficult  to 
reconcile.  This  happened  likewise  to  the  Evangelists,  as 
I  tfill  illustrate  by  the  following  instance.  St.  Matthew; 
eh.  xviik  1 — 14,  and  St.  Mark,  ch.  ix.  38 — 50,  relate 
toe  same  transaction,  but  in  different  points  of  view, 
and  for  that  reason  appear  at  first  sight  to  contradict 
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sack  other.  St,  Matthew  »y*,  '  At  ttUftAtae  dime  tte> 
dUcijpleis  to  Jesus  and  said,  Who  is  the  greatest  iotbe 
kingdom  of  heaven?'  St.  Mark,  on  the  contrary,  '  Ha 
came  to  Caperaauei,  tAd  having  entered  info  an  bowse, 
he  asked  them,  What  waa  it>  that  ye  disputed  atnortg 
yourselves  by  (be  way?  .  But  they  held  their  peace;  fou 
by  the  way  they  bad  disputed  among  themselves,  wha 
should  be  the  greatest.'  Accord  log  to  Su  Matthew,  the 
disciples  themselves  JfLy  the  subject. Of  their  dispute  be foro 
Jesus,  for  his  decision:  but  according  to  St.  Mark,  they 
eveo  fefuse  to  relate  the  subject  of  their  dispute,  though 
Jesus  requeued  it,  because  they,  were  conscious  to  then)* 
selves^  that  it  would  occasion  a  reproof.  The  question 
js,  bow  these  accounts  are  to  be  reconciled* 

Without  entering  into  the  various  solutions,  which 
have  been  givtn  by  the  commentators,  I  shall  only  obi 
serve  that,  as  thie  transaction  relates  to  a  matter  of  dis* 
pute  an*png  the  disciples,  it  has  of  course  two  different 
6ides>  a#d  therefore  capable  of  two  different  representa* 
lions.  Some  of  the.  disciples  laid  claim  to  the  title  of 
the  greatest  in  the.  kingdom  of  heaven,  among  whom 
\\q  may  probably  reckon  Peter,  with  the  two  sops  of 
^ebedce,  Jauie$  and  John.  These  could  hardly  expect 
to  escape  a  reproof,  and  were  undoubtedly  ashamed* 
when  questioned  as  to  the  subject  of  their  dispute* 
Other  disciples  op  ti*e  contrary  may  be  considered  as  the 
party  attacked,  who  without  (laimiog  the  first  rank  for 
themselves,  might  yet  think  it  unjust  to  be  treated  as 
inferiors,  since  tbey  all  appeared  to  be  equal  Tbe 
latter  bad  less  reason  to  fear  a  reproof,  since  tbe  pore 
morality  of  Christ,  which  teaches  that  every  action  most, 
be  estimated  by  the  motives  which  gave  it  birth,  was 
not  then  fully  understood  by  his  disciples.  In  their  out* 
wa^rd  beht}v)Qur  at  leapt  there  was  nothing  unreasonable, 
and  h  about  being  guilty  of  a  breach  of  propriety,  they 
might  lay  their  complaints  before  their  master,  and  re* 
quest  his  decision.  It  is  probable  that  St.  Matthew  was 
pf  this  party,  since  a  man,  who  was  by  profession  -a  tax* 
gatherer,   and  Qgyer  particularly;  distkiguisked  himself 
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among  the  Aptfltfee,  would  have  hardly  supposed,  that 
he  should  become  the  first  in  the  kingdom  of  God. 
He  relates  the  transaction  therefore,  as  one  of  that 
party  to  which  he  belonged :  St.  Mark  on  the  contrary. 
Who  derived  information  from  St  Peter,  considers  the 
matter  from  an  opposite  point  of  vi#w.  Let  us  suppose 
the  full  state  of  the  case  to  be  as  follows,— Some  of  the 
disciples,  who  were  of  the  diffident  party,  and  laid  no 
claim  to  the  first  rank,  bring  the  matter  before  Christ, 
with  the  same  kind  of  indignation,  as  was  displayed  by 
ten  of  the  Apostles  on  another  occasion b.  Christ  re- 
serves the  decision  of  the  dispute  till  they  were  entered 
into  the  house,  -where  they  were'  accustomed  to  meet : 
he  then  calls  his  disciples  together,  and  enquires  into 
the  stil/ject  of  their  dispute,  to  whioh  Peter,  James, 
John,  and  those  in  general  who  had.  laid  claim  to  pre* 
etniuence  make  no  answer.— If  the  transaction  was  li- 
terally as  hefre  described,  it  is  by  no  means  impossible 
that  Matthew  and  Mark  might  consider  it  from  different 
points  of  view,  and  write  what  we  find  in  their  Gospels, 
.  without  the  least  violation  of  truth.  The  one  relates 
one  part,  and  the  other  another  part  of  the  transaction, 
but  neither  of  them  relates  the  whole.  If  we  read  a  few 
yerses  further  in  St.  Mark's  Gospel,  we  find  a  circum- 
stance recorded  of  St.  John,  which  St.  Matthew  passes  over 
in  silence,  and  from  which  it  appears,  that  St  John  wast 
snore  concerned  in  this  dispute,  than  most  of  the  other 
disciples*  He  even  ventured,  when  Christ,  with  a  view  of 
introducing  a  perfect  equality  among  his  disciples,  said^ 
*  Whoever  receiveth  one  of  these  children  in  my  name 
receiveth  me/  to  doubt  of  the  universality  of  this  posi- 
tion, alleging  that  persons  of  unexceptionable  character^ 
might  appeal  to  the  name  pf  Jesus,  and  giving  an  in* 
stance  of  one  who  had  cast  out  devils  jn  his  name; 
whom  the  Appstles  had  rebuked  l>  This  again  occa- 
sioned replies  from  Christ,  which,  though  they  are-men* 
tioned  by  St.  Matthew,  have  in  his  Gospel  a  different 
appearance,  and  are  attended  with  less  perspicuity,  thanj 
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they  are  in  St.  Mark's  Gospel,  because  St*  Matthew 
has  not  related  the  causes  which  gave  them  birth.  > 
When  the  same  event  is  either  related  in  commonr 
conversations  by-  different  speakers*  or  committed  to 
writing  by  different  and  independent  historians,  of 
which  we  may  mention  an  engagement  between  two 
armies  as  an  instance,  we  frequently  find  a  contradiction 
in  their  accounts,  though  each  of  them  has  no  other 
object  in  view,  than  to  relate  the  truth  \  If  the  Evan* 
gelist*  appear  to  contradict  each  other  more  frequently 
than  other  historians,  the  cause  does  not  lie  in  the  Evan- 
gelists themselves,  but  in  the  diligence  and  attention  of 
the  reader.  The  Gospels  are  not  read  by  thousands, 
but  by  millions,  who  carefully  compare  the  one  with 
the  other :  whereas  the  stories  related  in  common  con* 
versation  are  hardly  ever  compared  with  each  other,  and 
it  is  hot  often  that  we  find  a  critical  historian,  who  takes 
the  trouble  of  accurately  collating  his  written  documents* 
But  the  most  convincing  proof,  that  apparent  contra- 
dictions are  no  proof  of  a  bad  cause,  is  the  circumstance, 
that  we  often  meet  with  them  in  the  writings  of  one 
and  the  same  historian,  Where  he  relates  the  same  thing 
at  different  times.  St.  Luke,  for  instance,  relates  twice 
the  ascension  of  Christ,  and  three  times  the  conversion  of 
St.  Paul,  and  in  consequence  of  his  omitting  at  one  time 
what  he  had,  mentioned  at  another,  and  vice  versa,  he 
differs  as  much  from  himself,  as  the  Evangelists  differ 
from  each  other.  In  courts  of  justice,  where  practical 
logic,  as  far  as  concerns  the  examination  of  evidence,  ii 
extremely  well  understood,  not  every  apparent  contra- 
diction between  two  or  more  witnesses  is  immediately 
considered  as  a  proof,  thai  the  fact  which  they  attest  is 
false*  The  advocates  on  both  sides  examine  and  cross* 
examine,  and*  consider  whether  the  differences  in  the 
reports  are  not  capable  of  a  reconciliation.  As  the 
Evangelists  themselves  cannot  be  questioned  with  respect 
to  their  apparent  contradictions,-  it  is  the  duty  of  com- 
mentators to  undertake  in  their  name  the  office  of  advo* 
fate;  jt  is  an  Qffice  which  they  have  frequently  executed 
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with  success;  tot  thrdugh  want  of  sufficient  knowledge 
of  the  subject  they  are  still  embarrassed  with  difficulties^ 
whieh  the*  A  [teat  let;  themselves,  if  they  were  now  alive, 
would  undoubtedly  be  able  to  remove. 

i  .....  .  ; 

8ECTION  IL 

Answer*  Jo.  f  4e  objections  made  to  the  Evangelists*  on 
-accoimt  of  the  apparent  contradictions  in  respect  la 
\  the  order  of  time. 

;  One  of  the  roost  frequent  apparent  contradictions 
among  the  Evangelists  relates  to  the  order  of  time, .  the 
feme  fact  being  reported  earlier  by  one,-  than. by  am* 
ther.  This  appearance,  of  disagreement  arises  from 
the  circumstance,  that  neither  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark, 
nor  St  Luke  wrote  in  chronological  order  \ 
,  No  historian  can  be  expected  to  relate  every  thing  in 
the  order  of  time  unless  fare  is  writing  a  journal,  which 
is  the  most  tedious  and  disagreeable  kind  of  history. 
In  writing  a  .perspicuous,  and  at  the  same  time  an  agree* 
able  narrative,  H  is  frequently  necessary  to  unite  with 
a  cause  the  effect  to  which  it  gave  birth,  even  though 
that  effect  should  belong  to  a  distant  period,  when  the 
historian  must  consequently  return  from  a  later  time  to 
a  former:  or  an  historian  is  often  under  the  necessity  of 
ftniting  facts,  which  are  far  asunder  in  point  of  time* 
because  they  are  connected  by  their  subject*  In  bio* 
graphy  especially,  it  is  not  unusual  to  disregard  the  order 
of  time,  in  relating  the  remarkable  circumstances  of  ft 
life,  .to  which  the  name  of  Singularia  is  applied.  It 
seems  therefore  extraordinary,  that  severer  rules  should 
be  prescribed  to  the  Evangelists,  than  are  followed  by 
historians  in  general :  and  one  might  suppose  that  it 
arose  from  a  want  of  sufficient  acquaintance  with  the 
practice  of  profane  writers,  unless  various  commentators* 
to  whom  this  ignorance  cannot  possibly  be  imputed, 
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bad  still  considered  the  Gtepels  as  simple  diaries,  ot 
journals  \ 

The  Gospel  of  St.  Luke  in  particular  is  supposed  to 
have  beea  written  according  tia  the  order  of  time;  because 
the  Evangelist  declares  in  his:  preface,  that  he  intends  to 
relate  every  thing  in  order  \  But  we  must  not  forget 
that  the  order  of  time  is  not  the  only  order,  which  an 
historian  may  follow.  To  illustrate  this  by  an  example* 
The  unction  of  Christ  at  Bethany  took  place  she  days  be* 
fore  the  passover l :  yet  St  Matthew  relates  it  after  be  was 
advanced  with  the  rest  of  his  history  to  within  two  days 
fcf  the  passover  m.  The  reasoti  is,  that  on  this  second 
day  before  the  paS&over  J»das  offered  tothe  assembly  of 
the  scribes  and  chief  priests  to  betray  Jesus :  which  re* 
solution  he  had  been  induced  to  form  by  the  rebuke 
whicfe  be  had  received  when  Jesus  was  anointed.  To 
return  however  to  the  Gospel  of  St.  Luke,  it  appears  that 
the  Word  iea&£nc  implies  nothing  ntore*  thati&n  intention 
to  collect  accounts  of  the  several  wonders  and  discourses 
of  Christ,  and  to  form  them  into  one  uniform  whole  4, 
that  is,  avaraZair&ai  8tny*?<xn>,  as  he  says  of  the  writers,  of 
whom  he  speaks  in  the  first  verse  of  his  Gospel*  Now 
we  cannot  suppose  that  these  numerous  writers  composed 
entirely  according  to  the  order  of  time 5.  Nay,  there 
are  some  commentators,  which  go  so  far  as  to  assert 
that  of  the  four  Evangelists  St«  Luke  deviates  the  most 
frolm  the  order  of  time:  whether  they. are  mistaken  or 
not  I  shall  not  at  present  inquire,  because  the  exami- 
nation of  the  proofs  would  take  up  too  much  room, 
but  this  I  will  venture  to  assert,  that  the  word  tcafkfa 
ho  more  affords  an  argument  against  this  opinion,  than 
the  word  avaragao&u  applied  to  those  who  wrote  Gospels 
before  St.  Luke,  would  disprove  the  assertion,  that  these 
writers  deviated  more  from  the  order  of  time  than  our 
four  Evangelists.  The  account  which  we  read  in  St* 
Luke's. Gospel,  ch,  iv.  23.  where  Jesus  speaks  of  mi* 
hides  performed  at  Capernaum,  though  St,  Luke  had 

•  * 
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hitherto  made  no  mention,  that. Jesus  had  even  been 
at  Capernaum,  united  with  the  circumstance  that  the 
important  miracles  performed  By. Jesus  at  Capernaum 
appear  to  be  recorded  by  St  Luke  in  the  fifth  chapter* 
favours  at  least  the  opinion  that  St  Luke  has  not  related 
the  coming  of  Jesns  to  Nazereth,  according  to  the  pe- 
riod in  which  it  really  happened  V 
.  The  opinion  that  the  Evangelists  have  constantly 
written  according  to  the  order  of  time  has  led  the  har- 
monists to  this  very  extraordinary  conclusion,  that,  if  a 
fact  is  recorded .  by  two  or  more  Evangelists,  and  the 
period  allotted  to  it  by  the  one  corresponds  not  to  the 
period  allotted  to  it  by  the  other,  the  fact  with  all  its 
concomitant  circumstances  must  have ,  happened  so 
many  different  times7.  According  to  this  principles 
thg  whole  series  of  events  recorded  in  the  ninth,  tenth, 
and  eleventh  Chapters  of  St •  Matthew's  Gospel  happened 
twice,  if  not  thrice:  that  is,  Jesus  twice  healed  a  man 
sick  of  the  palsy,  who  was  let  down  through  the  roof  of 
the  house  with  exactly  the  .same  circumstances ;  in  both 
cases  he  spake  .the  same. word&9  and  the  spectators  were 
affected  in  the  same  manner;  in  two  instances  (imme- 
diately after  such  a  miracle)  he  called  a  disciple  from  the 
receipt  of  custom;  he  twice  raised  a  child  agpd  twelve 
years  from  the  dead,  and  by  the  way  healed  a  woman, 
who  had  an  issue  of  blood,  by  the  touch  of  his  garment ; 
he  was  twice  asked  the  same .  questions  by  John,  &c« 
The  late  Dr.  Hauber*  has  applied,  in  support  of  this 
ppinion,  the  principium  indiscernibilium ;  saying,  that 
thing*  which  agree  in  9.999  points,  but  differ  in  a  single 
point,  cannot  be  one  and  the  same  thing;  now  the 
events  above-mentioned  have  a  difference  in  point  of 
time  in  the  different  Evangelists,  therefore  they  cannot 
be  the  same  events.  The  truth. of  the  first  proposition 
uo  one  will  dispute,  but  we  cannot  assert  the  second, 
without  being  guilty  of  a  petitio  principii,  since  the 
question,  whether  eaqh  of  these  events  really  did  happen 
more  than  once  is  the  very  thing  to  be  determined. 
And*  **pce  it  is  at  least  highly .  iripfobable  that  |vyo 
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series  of  facts  should  perfectly  resemble  each  other  in 
every  circumstance  except  that  of  time,  the  principiutrr 
iitdiscernihiUum,  when*  applied  to  the'  present  case/ 
should  lead  us  in  fact  to  a  conclusion  directly  contrary 
to  that  which  was  drawn  by  Dr.  Hauber  \  Even  with* 
out  the  aid  of  philosophy,  the  matter  is  itself  so  clear, 
that  if  any  other  biographer  should  so  Circumstantially 
relate  the  same  transactions  twice,  or  pretend  that  a 
whole  series  of  extraordinary  events  happened  twice  in 
the  space  of  four  years/,  he  would  forfeit  all  credit  with 
bis  reader.  1  candidly  declare  for  my  own  f>art,  that/ 
were  it  necessary  to  believe  that  the  above-mentioned 
series  of  events  with  all  their  circumstances,  happened 
more  than  once,  my  faith  would  waver:  and  if  1 
doubted  not  of  the  truth  of.  the  Gospel  itself,  I  should 
at  least  doubt  of  the  inspiration  of  the  Evangelists/  anif 
conclude  that  the  one  or-tbe  other  was  mistaken* 

At  the  same  time  I  would  not  have  it  understood, 
that  the  supposition  of  all  event's  having  happened  more 
than  once,  where  different  periods  are  assigned  to  it  by 
different  Evangelists,  is  in  no  case  whatsoever  admissible. 
But  then  it-  must  not  be  an  event  of  the  most  extraor- 
dinary kind,  ppr  attended  in  every  instance  by  the  same 
minute  circumstances;    For  instance,  since  various  per-, 
Sons  at  various  times  may  have  offered  themselves  to  be^ 
the  disciples  of  Christ,  induced  cither  by, the  high  ex- 
pectations, which  were  formed  of  his  character,^  byf 
the  interested  motive  of  receiving  from  hiin  their  daily. 
Support,  to  whom  the  answer  '  Foxes  have  holes,  and 
the  birds  of  the  air  have  nests,  but  the  Son  of  man  has 
not  where  to  lay  his  Hefadrte  well  adapted,  it  is  not  im~! 
probable  that  this  answer  was  given  on  more  than  one 
occasion,     When  St.  Matthew  therefore,  ch. yiii.  19, 20^ 
relates  this  answer  as  given  bv  Christ  at  the  lake  of  Gen- 
aesaret,  and  St.  Luke,  ch.i*.  57,  58.  as  given  during 
the  journey  through  Samaria  toward 'Jerusalem,  we  must 

*  See  my  Programma,  de  principle  indjoceniibiliuia9,  panica-* 
hriyp.  11;  where  Iliave  explained  myself  more  fully,  and  p.  15, 
where  I  hare  given  thftproof,, 


M  HA  ft  MONT  OF  TH«  FOUR  GOT  PKLS.  CHAP.  It; 

^onclode  that  the  two  Evangelists  here  relate  two  differ 
r^nt  things.  This  is  however  attended  with  the  follow- 
ing difficulty,  that  both  St  Matthew  and  St  Luke  im- 
mediately after  the  answer  above  quoted,  agree  likewise 
in  another  answer  given  by  Christ- to  a  young  man,  who* 
was  going  to  bury  his  father  °,  This  case  is  so  extra- 
ordinary that  I  cannot  suppose  it  to  have  happened 
twice  ;  and  I  can  account  for  the  difficulty  in  no  othec? 
manner*  than  by  supposing  that  the  two  Evangelist* 
introduced,  on  two  different  occasions  the  conversation 
of  Christ  with  this  disciple,  because  each  occasion  sug- 
gested its  introduction*  They  relate  in  what  manner 
Christ  rejected,  or  invited  disciples,  or  put  them  to 
tye  test,  though  the  instances,  which,  they  produce  in' 
^he  same  place,  happened  at  times  distant  from  each 
other'0. 


SECTION  Ui* 

JRuks  to  be  observed  in  making  an  Harmony  of  the, 

Gospels.  ... 

The  following  are  the  principal  rules, which  are  neces-» 
sary  to  be  observed  in  comparing  the  Evangelists  with 
each  other  \ 

1.  As  the  Evangelists  have  not  written  journals,  we 
must  not  consider  it  as  a  contradiction,  if  the  same 
transaction  be  related  .by  the  one  earlier  or  later  than, 
it  is  related  by  the  other,  provided  the  time  be  not  ex-% 
pressly  determined  by  both,  so  as  to  be  incapable  of  a 
reconciliation. 

2.  Since  divine  inspiration  does  not  produce  oroni- 
i*cience/it  is  possible,  even  if  we  admit  that  all  four, 
Evangelists  were  inspired,  that  some  circumstances  of  a 
fact  were  unknown  to  one,  which  were  known  to 
another.  '  From  this  want  of  knowledge  arises  an  ap- 
parent contradiction,  which  ought  not  to  be  considered; 

o  Matth.  viii,  21,  22*    Luke  be.  59, 60.  ■         ' 
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as  a  real  one.  If  we  set  inspiration  asirid,  and  consider 
the  Evangelists  simply  as  human  historians  of  credit  and 
veracity,  the  role  is  still  more  applicable*  For  instance, 
Christ  embarked  in  a  vessel)  and  rebuked  the  wind,  hf 
the  evening  of  the  same  day,  on  which  he  had  delivered 
the  parable  of  the-  sower  and  the  seed.  This  appears 
from  Mark  iv.  35.  '  And  the  same  day,  when  the  evert 
was  come,  he  saith  unto  them,  Let  us  pass  over-  unt*) 
the  other  side/  But  this  circumstance  was  unknown  to 
St  Luke,  who  knew  only  that  these  two  transaction*  were 
at  no  great  distance  from  each  other,  and  wrote  there*11 
fore,  ch.  viii.  22.  *  Now  it  came  to  pass  on  *  certain 
day  that  he  went  into  a  ship  with  his  disciples/  This 
is  no  more  a  contradiction,  than  if  one  of  two  wRnes* 
ses  to  the  same  fact  should  testify  that  k  happened  id 
the  Christmas-week  and  the  Other  on  the  twenty-flftli 
of  December.  Again,  St.  Luke  appears  not  to  have 
known  on  what  occasion  the  words  Which  he  has  re* 
corded,  ch.  xvfi.  1— -4,  were  uttered  by  Christ ;  instead 
therefore  of  relating  them  in  the  place,  to  which  the^ 
really  belong,  namely  after  ch.  ix.  46 — 5Q9  he  has  ar«* 
ranged  them  among  several  scattered  fragments  relat- 
ing to  Christ  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  on*  the  con* 
trary  have  assigned  to  them  their  proper  place,  where 
they  receive  more  light,  especially  as  related  by  the  lat- 
ter*. A  third  instance,  in  which  St  Luke  was  uriac* 
qtmirrted  with  fhe'time  at  wtrich  a  transaction  happened 
is  ch.  xx.,  i,  where  he  says,  *  And  it  came  to  pass,  ah 
one  of  those  days  /'but  St  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  havo 
determined  the  time  more  precisely*,  though  a  contfa- 
diction  appears  to  have  taken  place  in  their  accounts  * 
.which  the  present  room  does  not  allow  me  to  examine; 
Likewise  the  occasion  which  gave  birth  to  the  prophecy 
of  Christ,' respecting  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  ap4- 
pears  to  have  Been 'more  imperfectly  kAown  to  St 
Luke  *;  tbart  to  the  other  Evangelists :  but  that  even 
Prophets  amy  be  deficient  in  knowledge,  and  that ;  the 

•'"     *  Mat*,  xtiiii  *--«>.     Mark  ix.  9a-60.       ' 
••'     -         *flee  ch.  xxi/6.  •  •  •  l 

1     > 
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ApOatles  never  pretended,  to  be  omniscient  is  .evident 
from  various  passages  of  the  New  Testament'. 

3.  Two  or  more  relations  may  be  very  similar,  and 
yet  not  the  same :  these  must  be  carefully  distinguished 
fropi  each  other.  For  instance,  the  anointing  of  Christ 
Luke  vii.  and  Matth.  xxvi.  are  -  manifestly  different 
fads,  though  they  so  far  agree  that  both. happened  at 
table,  and  in  the  hou$e  of  one  named  Simon*  But  that 
the  anointing  happened  at  table  is  by  no  means  a  re- 
markup  circumstance,  since  it  was, -agreeable  to  the- 
cofnmon  custom  of  the  ancients ;,  and  with  respect  to 
the  other  circumstances,  they  are  all  different. 
,  4.  In  the  arrangement  of  the  several  facts  attention 
must  be  paid  to  those  passaged)  in  which  the  Evangelists 
expressly  determine  the  time,  by  saying,  '  on  that  day/ 
'in  the  evening,'  ',on  the  following  day/  and  the  like. 
But  we  must  be  careful  not  to  take  for  ft  determinatiou 
of  time,  what,  really  is  not. 

i  3.  The  same  discourse,  such  as  the  sermon  *n  the 
mount,  may  have  been  delivered  more  than  once,  in 
order  to  impress  the  doctrines,  which  it  contained,  oq 
those  who  were  not  present,  when  it  was  first  pro* 
pounced*  fiut  whether  any  particular  discourse  actu* 
ally  was  delivered  more  than  once,  must  be  determined 
by  the  circumstances  which .  precede  and  follow  it :  and 
in  those  cases  only,  where  these  circumstances  are  dif» 
ferent,  it  is  allowable  to  conclude  that  the  discourse 
was  pronounced  at  different  times.  .... 

..  The  rules,  which  I  have  here  given»  are  in  themselves 
bo  clear,  that  every  reader,  without  further  explanation, 
will  probably  assent  to  them.  The  principal  difficulty 
consists  in  the  application,  since  even  those,  who  agree 
m  the  principles,  very  frequently  differ  in  the  use  of 
them.  The  following  instance  may  serve  to  shew  the 
manner,  in  which  I  would  apply  the  rules  in  question. 
^JTheEvangelists  St.  Matthew  *  and  St.  Mark '  have  related, 
ihat  Chf  ist  was  anointed  in  the  week  preceding  bis  death^ 

»  ♦ 

'  See  Mark  Jiiiu  32.     1  Cor.  i.  I&    2  Cor.  xii,  2,  3* 
"  •  Cb.  xxvi.  6—13.         f  Civ  xiv.  3— & 
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and  all  the  commentators  are  agreed  that  both  of  them 
mean  the  same  unction.  St.  John  likewise  *  relates  that 
Christ  was  anointed  in  the  same  week,  and  the  unction, 
which  be  describes,  is  in  my  opinion  the  very  same  with 
that,  which  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  have  -  recorded, 
but  according  to  others  it  was  totally  different,  and  hap- 
pened four  days  earlier*  Now  that  two  different  unctions 
happened  twice  in  the  same  week  with  the  same  circum- 
stances, is  more  than  I  am  able  to  believe.  Should  any 
one  relate  so  circumstantial  an  event  as  having  happened 
to  himself,  and  differ  in  his  account  with  respect  to  the 
day  on  which  it  took  place,  I  should  certainly  take  the 
liberty  to  observe  that  he  was  guilty  of  a  contradiction  : 
and  if,  in  defending  himself  from  the  charge  of  an  in- 
consistency, he  should  contend  that  it  happened  twice 
in  the  same  week;  I  should  certainly  conclude  that  he 
.transgressed  the  bounds  of  truth,.  ;  The  two  unctions 
above-mentioned,  if  we  can  consider  as  two,  what  I 
believe  to  be  one,  agree  in  the  following  circum- 
stances4. 

l*  Both  happened  at  Bethany. 

2.  In  both  cases  Jesus  was  anointed  not  by  his  host, 
but  by  a  woman.  However  as  Christ  was  frequently  at 
Bethany,  these  circumstances  are  not  so  very  remark- 
able. 

3.  Both  unctions  took  place,  as  I  shall  prove  in  the 
sequel,  not  in  the  house  of  Lazarus,  the  friend  of  Jesus, 
where  we  might  soonest  expect  him,  but  in  another 
bouse. 

4.  Both  happened  in  the  last  week,  before  the  suffer- 
ing of  Christ 

5.  In  both  cases  the  ointment  was  so  expensive,  that 
the  unction  bad  the  appearance  of  profusion. 

6.  In  both  cases  we  meet  with  the  remarkable  cir- 
cumstance, that  the  ointment  was  not  purchased  for  the 
purpose,  to  which  it  was  applied,  but  that  it  had  been 
preserved  for  some  time  by  the  person,  who  used  it: 

■Ch.xiiul— 8. 
VOL.  III.  3 


18  HAKMONT  OF  THE  FOUft  GOSPElS.      CtfAP.  1U 

for  the  disciples  were  offended  that  the  ointment  waa 
not  sold,  and  the  money  given  to  the  poor,  and  in  the 
account,  which  is  given  by  St  John  w,  it  is  expressly  said 
by  Jesus,  '  Against  the  day  of  my  burying  bath  she 
kept  this.'  Ope  might  almost  conjecture  that  it  was  the 
remainder  of  the  ointment,  which  Martha  and  Mary 
had  purchased  for  the  funeral  of  Lazarus :  the  thought 
presents  itself  at  least,  on  reading  St.  John's  description, 
as  not  improbable. 

7.  In  both  cases  the  unction  is  censured  by  the  dis- 
ciples. 

8.  In  both  cases  the  ground  of  censure  is  the  same. 

9.  In  both  cases  the  unction  is  defended  by  Jesus, 
find  the  same  answer  given  to  the  disciples. 

10.  The  expression  vapSoc  n-mmy,  which  is  not  only 
very  unusual  and  therefore  obscure,  but  occurs  in  not 
a  single  instance  either  in  the  Septuagint  or  in  the  New 
Testament,  except  on  this  occasion,  is  used  both  by 
St  Mark,  and  by  St  John ;  the  ointment  therefore  used 
iu  both  cases  was  strictly  the  same. 

These  circumstances  are  too  numerous  and  too  par- 
ticular, to  have  happened  twice ;  not  to  mention  the 
improbability,  that  the  disciples,  after  having  been  re- 
buked by  Jesus  six  days  before  Easter,  for  having  cen- 
sured the  unction,  should  presume  to  repeat  their 
censure  on  a  similar  occasion,  on  the  second  day  before 
Easter.  For  it  contained  a  manifest  incivility  to  Jesus 
himself,  which  they  must  have  very  sensibly  felt,  when 
he  answered  them,  'The  poor  ye  have  always  with  you, 
but  me  ye  have  not  always",  and  of  which  therefore 
they  would  have  hardly  been  guilty  only  four  days  after- 
wards. 

.  In  the  two  accounts,  which  are  given  by  St.  Matthew 
and  St  John,  I  perceive  not  the  least  variation,  except 
that  in  some  points  the  one  is  more  copious  than  the 
other  ;  but  their  descriptions  are  so  far  from  being  in- 
consistent, that  they  have  all  the  appearance  of  proceed* 
tng  from  two  different  eye-witnesses  to  the  same  fact. 

*  Ch.xii.7.  *Johnxii.  8. 
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1 .  According  to  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  a  woman 
anoints  Jesus :  according  to  St.  John,  he  is  anointed  by 
Mary*  and  if  we  may  judge  from  what  he  says  in  the 
second  verse,  by  Mary  the  Sister  of  Lazarus.  This  how- 
ever is  no  contradiction,  when  one  historian  omits  the 
name  of  the  woman,  the  other  mentions  it.  Nay,  even 
from  the  very  silence  of  St  Matthew  and  St  Mark  in 
respect  to  the  name,  may  be  deduced  an  argument  in 
support  of  the  opinion,  that  the  unction  described  by 
St  Matthew  and  St  John  is  the  same.  St.  Matthew 
and  St  Mark  must  have  had  particular  reasons  for  con- 
cealing the  name  of  the  woman,  since  according  to*  their 
own  relation  Jesus  declared  that  what  she  had  done 
should  be  preached  in  the  whole  world  for  a  memorial 
of  her.  Now  this  cannot  have  happened  unless  she  was 
the  Mary  mentioned  by  St  John  :  and  it  would  follow 
from  the  supposition  of  two  different  unctions,  that  the 
declaration  of  Jesus  had  remained  unfulfilled.  Perhaps 
the  real  state  of  the  case  is  as  follows.  The  two  first 
Evangelists,  who  have  made  no  mention  of  the  raising 
of  Lazarus  from  the  dead,  that  they  might  not  expose 
him  to  persecution  from  the  Jewish  Sanhedrim,  have 
probably,  for  the  same  reason,  concealed  the  name  of 
bis  sister  Mary,  who  anointed  Jesus  with  the  ointment 
which  remained  after  the  interment  of  Lazarus.  St 
John  on  the  contrary  expressly  mentions  it,  because  he 
wrote  after  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  and  could 
therefore  have  no  reason  for  concealing  the  name  either 
of  Lazarus,  or  of  Mary. 

2.  According  to  St  Matthew,  the  entertainment  was 

Slven  in  the  house  of  Simon  the  leper :  according  to  St 
ohn,  Lazarus  was  one  of  them  who  sat  at  the  table 
with  him  7,  and  his  sister  Martha  served.  Some  com- 
mentators have  considered  this  as  a  variation  in  the  story, 
and  have  concluded  from  St.  John's  description  that  the 
entertainment  was  given  in  the  House  of  Lazarus.  But 
this  is  certainly  not  true,  since  no  one,  in  speaking  of 
the  master  of  the  house,  would  say,  • '  be  was  one  of 

rififC  rwv  avaKtipevuv. 
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those  who  sat  at  the  table.'  On  ther  contrary,  this  very 
expression  proves  that  he  was  only  a  guest,  and  that  the 
entertainment  was  given  in  the  house  of  a  Friend,  in 
which  his  sister,  who  was  a  diligent  housewife  ■  pre- 
pared the  table. 

3.  According  to  St.  Matthew,  the  woman  poured  the 
box  of  ointment  on  the  head  of  Jesus ;  according  to  St. 
John  she  anointed  his  feet  But  even  this  circumstance 
is  not  sufficient  to  prove  two  distinct  unctions,  though 
among  all  the  variations  it  is  the  most  considerable. 
That  Mary  did  not  leave  the  head  of  Jesus  un anointed 
we  may  take  for  granted  from  the  general  practice  of 
the  East :  but  this  is  not  related  by  St.  John,  who  men- 
tions only  the  more  extraordinary  circumstance  omitted 
by  St  Matthew  and  St.  Mark,  that  the  woman  anointed 
his  feet.  It  is  agreeable  to  John's  peculiar  manner  to 
relate  circumstances  omitted  by  his  predecessors. 

4.  According  to  St.  Matthew,  the  disciples  in  general, 
according  to  St.  Mark,  only  some  of  them  had  indigna- 
tioq^nd  censured  the  woman.  This  eannot  be  considered 
as  a  contradiction ; -for  when  St.  Matthew  says  in  general 
terms  '  the  disciples',  it  dees  not  necessarily  follow,  that 
he  meant  all  of  them  without  exception,  nor  is  it  pro- 
bable that  all  of  them  expressed  tbeir  opinion.    But  St 

.  John  mentions  Judas  Iscariot,  as  the  person  who  censured 
the  action.     Still  however  we  cannot  conclude  that  the 
Evangelists  have  described  two  different  unctions-.    One 
of  the  disciples  must  have  made  a  beginning,  to  whom 
others  acceded,  though  probably  not  in  the  same  words. 
This  person  is  particularly  named  by  St.  John,  who  like* 
wise  adds  the  motive,   which  induced  him  to  cast  the 
censure.  Perhaps  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Peter  acceded  to 
the  opinion  of  Judas,  but  not  St.  John :  and  hence  St. 
Matthew  and  St.  Mark  speak  openly  in  the  plural  num- 
ber, that  they  might  not  conceal  the   part  which  St. 
Matthew  and  St.  Peter  had  taken  in  this  unjust. censure. 
It  is  further  objected,  that  the  clear  and   certain 
marks  by  which  the  time  is  determined  by  the  different 

*  See  Luke  x.  40. 
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Evangelists,  prove  two  distinct  transactions:  that  St 
John  mentions  expressly  the  sixth  Day  before  Easter  % 
and  St  Matthew  as  expressly  the  second  day  before 
Easter b,  as  the  day  on  which  the  unction  happened. 
Now  that  the  time  is  so  clearly  determined  by   both 
Evangelists  is  more  than  I  am  able  to  perceive;  and  if 
any  one  could  persuade  me,  that  it  really  were  so,  I  should 
instantly  give  up  the  inspiration  either  of  one  or  both 
of  the  Evangelists,   and  conclude  that  either  one  or 
both  of  them  were  guilty  of  a  mistake  in  referring  to 
two  different  days  what  according  to  the  dictates  of 
common  sense  could  be  only  one  and  the  same  trans- 
action.    I  should  in  that  case  be  persuaded,  that  if  the 
two  Evangelists  were  now  alive,  and  could  be  ques- 
tioned relative  to  the  present  difficulty,  they  would  be 
so  far  from  contending  that  the  same  transaction  with 
all  its  concomitant  circumstances  happened  twice  in  the 
same  week,  that  one  of  them  (namely  in  the  case  as- 
sumed) would  candidly  own,  he  was  guilty  of  a  mistake. 
But  as  far  as  my  eyes  enable  me  to  see,  (though 
other  eyes  perhaps  may  see  differently  from  mine,)  the 
assertion  is  really  ungrounded.    That  St.  John  has  de- 
termined the  date  to  be  the  sixth  day  before  the  pass- 
over,  is  not  to  be  disputed.     But  St  Matthew  is  silent 
as  to  the  day,  on  which  the  unction  happened ;  and  it 
is  owing  only  to  the  modern  division  of  Matthew's  text 
into  chapters,  that  we  suppose,   he  has  determined  the 
time.     The  Evangelist  has  not  written, f  On  the  second 
day  before  the  passover  Jesus  was  at  an  entertainment 
in  Bethany,'  but  after  having  related  a  discourse  which 
Jesus  had  made  to  his  discipics,  he  adds,    '  And  it 
came  to  pass,  when  Jesus  had  finished  all  these  sayings, 
he  said  unto  his  disciples,  ye  know  that  after  two  days 
is  the  feast  of  the  passover,  and  the  son  of  man  is  be- 
trayed to  be  crucified.'     Immediately  afterwards  the 
Evangelist  relates  the  plot  which  was  formed  against 
the  life  of  Jesus  in  the  following   manner ;    *  Then 

» - 

*  John  xii.  1.      %  b  Matthew  xxvi.  2. 
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(rort)  assembled  together  the  chief  priests,  and  the 
scribes,  and  the  elders  of  the  people,  unto  the  palace 
of  the  high  priest?  who  was  called  Caiaphas,  and  con- 
sulted that  they  might  take  Jesus  by  subtlety,  and  kill 
him.  But  they  said  not  on  the  feast  day,  lest  there 
be  an  uproar  among  the  people/  Now  the  word  tote 
which  is  capable  of  a  very  extensive  signification*  no 
more  determines  this  consultation  to  have  happened  oq 
the  same  day,  on  which  Jesus  delivered  his  discourse 
to  the  apostles,  than  that  it  happened  in  the  same 
hour.  But  even  if  we  admit  that  both  of  them  hap- 
pened on  the  same  day,  it  will  by  no 'means  follow 
that  the  entertainment  likewise  at  Bethany  took  place 
on  that  day;  at  least  the  words  with  which  St.  Matthew 
begins  his  relation  of  it.  *  Now  when  Jesus  was  in 
Bethany  in  the  house  of  Simon  the  leper,'  contain  no 
determination  of  time,  and  may  as  easily  refer  to  a 
preceding,  as  to  a  present  period s. 

Still  however  it  might  be  objected,  that  though*  St 
Matthew  and  St.  Mark  have  not  expressly  mentioned  the 
day,  on  which  the  unction  took  place  in  Bethany,  they, 
have  at  least  assigned  to  it  a  place  in  that  part  of  their 
narrative,  where  they  were  advanced  to  within  two 
days  of  the  passover.  Now  this  objection  presupposes 
that  the  Evangelists  always  wrote  according  to  the 
order  of  time,  which  they  certainly  did  not :  and  if 
we  only  make  a  different  division  of  the  chapters,  and 
reckon  to  the  twenty-fifth  chapter  the  two  first  verses 
of  the  twenty-sixth,  the  unction  at  Bethany,  which  is 
^elated  in  the  following  verses,  will  have  less  reference 
to  the  time  specified  in  those  two  verses  *.  But  at  this 
rate,  perhaps  it  might  be  said,  the  Evangelists  have 
written  in  a  very  irregular  manner,  arranging  their  facts, 
in  an  order  very  different  from  that  in  which'  they 
really  happened,  and  that  an  irregularity  of  this  kind 
is  hardly  to  be  expected  from  an  inspired  writer.  This, 
pbjectiop  brings  the  matter  to  an  issue,  and  the  answer, 
which  1  would  make  to  it,  is,  that  beside  the  order  of 
time,  there  is  another  arrangement  in  history  which 
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•  —  *  ■  • 

may  be  called  the  order  of  things7.  That  is,  facts 
which  are  conuected  with  each  other  are  arranged 
together,  in  order  that  the  relation  between  cause  and 
effect  may  be  more  distinctly  seen  :  and  it  is  this  very 
arrangement  which  distinguishes  the  entertaining  and 
instructive  historian  from  the  mere  annalist8.  To  the 
end  of  the  twenty- fifth,  or  rather  as  far  as  the  second 
verse  of  the  twenty-sixth  Chapter,  St.  Matthew  had 
recorded  day  by  day  the  several  remarkable  discourses, 
which  Christ  held  in  the  last  week  of  his  life.  He 
then  proceeds  to  relate  the  history  of  Christ's  passion, 
to  which  the  unction  at  Bethany  had  an  immediate 
relation.  The  Jewish  Sanhedrim  had  formed  the  re- 
solution to  put  Jesus  to  death,  but  pot  on  the  feast 
day :  and  it  was  the  unction  at  Bethany,  which  af- 
forded them  the  means  of  getting  him  into  their  power, 
though  on  the  day  which  they  had  endeavoured  tp 
avoid.  This  may  be  gathered  from  St.  Matthew's  own 
relation,  who  after  having  described  the  consultation 
of  the  Sanhedrim,  immediately  relates  the  unction  at 
Bethany,  and  then  adds,  *  Then  one  of  the  twelve, 
called  Judas  Iscariot,  went  unto  the  chief  priests,  and 
said  unto  them,  what  will  ye  give  me,  and  I  will  de- 
liver him  unto  you0?'  The  account,  given  by  St.  Mat- 
thew is  in  some  measure  obscure,  because  we  do  not 
perceive  in  what  manner  the  circumstance  of  the  unc- 
tion excited  in  Judas  the  resolution  to  betray  his  master* 
But  this  we  clearly  see  from  the  relation  of  St  John, 
from  which  it  appears,  that  Judas  was  properly  the 
person,  who  censured  the  unction,  under  the  pretence, 
tliat  the  ointment  ought  to  have  been  sold  for  the 
benefit  of  the  poor,  and  that  this  specious  pretext  met 
likewise  with  the  approbation  of  other  Apostles.  The 
true  reason,  as  St.  John-  expresses  declares,  why  Judas 
wished  that  the  ointment  bad  been  sold,  ^yas  the  hope 
of  having  a  further  opportunity  of  defrauding  the 
money  bag    which   was  intrusted  to  his  care.     The 

e  Matth.  xx vi.  14, 15. 


24  HARMONY  OF  THE  FOUR  GOSPELS.      CHAP.    II 

answer  therefore  of  Jesus  affected  Judas  in  particular,' 
whose  guilty  conscience  augmented  the  severity  of  the 
rebuke.  Under  these  circumstances  it  is  by  no  means 
extraordinary  that  Judas  resolved  to  take  revenge,  es- 
pecially when  we  consider  that  he  was  already  an 
apostate  d,  and  thought  perhaps  that,  if  contrary  to  his 
belief,  Jesus  was  really  the  Messiah,  the  measures  con- 
certed against  him  would  be  of  no  avail,  but  that  on 
the  other  hand,  if  Jesus  was  an  impostor,  he  would 
meet  with  the  fate  Which  he  deserved.  It  appears  then 
that  the  unction  at  Bethany,  which  gave  rise  to  the 
offer  of  Judas  to  the  Sanhedrim  to  betray  Christ,  is  more 
properly  arranged  immediately  before  the  relation  of 
the  effect  which  it  produced,  than  it  would  have  been, 
it  placed  at  the  beginning  of  the  twenty-first  chapter* 
to  which  it  properly  belongs  according  to  the  order  of 
time9. 

The  preceding  example  must  suffice  for  the  present, 
since  if  I  examined  other  parts  of  the  Evangelic  his- 
tory in  the  sdme  manner;  I  should  compose  an  Har- 
mony of  the  Gospels,  instead  of  writing  a  general  intro- 
duction to  the  New  Testament* 

Sometimes  a  contradiction  may  be  removed  by  the 
help  of  a  Various  reading,  of  which  I  have  given  an 
instance*9  in  my  History  of  the  Resurrection',  taken 
from  Matth.  xxvii.  60,  Of  the  aid  of  critical  conjec- 
'  ture  in  removing  contradictions  I  have  given  an  example 
in  this  Introduction f,  from  John  vi.  21.  Lastly,  it  is 
not  improbable  that  some  of  the  contradictions  observ- 
able in  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  did  not  proceed  from  the 
author  himself,  but  from  the  person  who  translated  i% 

from  Hebrew  into  Greek. 

«  • 

4  John  vi.  67—71 .  •P;  43—45. 

f  Vol.  II.  Ch.  x.  Sect.  4. 
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SECTION  IV. 

Of  the  inference  to  be  deduced  from  the  supposition,  that 
real  contradictions  exist  in  the  four  Gospels. 

If  it  can  be  shewn,  that  real  contradictions,  that  is,  such 
as  are  wholly  incapable  of  a  reconciliation,  exist  in  the 
four  Gospels,  the  only  inference  to  be  deduced  is,  that 
the  writers  were  not  infallible,  or  in  other  words,  not 
inspired  by  the  Deity ;  but  we  are  by  no  means  war- 
ranted to  conclude,  because  the  historians  vary  in  their 
accounts,  that  the  history  itself  is  a  forgery.  I  have 
treated  this  subject  at  large  in  the  Preface  to  the  History 
of  the  Resurrection  * ;  at  present,  therefore,  I  shall  only 
remark  what  deserves  particular  notice. 

When  several  persons  relate  the  same  story,  it  is 
hardly  possible,  even  if  they  were  eye-witnesses  to  the 
transaction  which  (bey  record,  and  still  less  so  if  they 
received  their  information  from  others,  to  coincide  ex- 
actly in  their  accounts,  since  the  same  circumstances 
will  either  not  be  observed  or  not  be  remembered  by  all. 
Yet  if  they  all  agreed  in  the  main  point,  no  one  would 
conclude  that  the  whole  story  was  a  forgery,  merely 
because  the  persons,,  who  related  it,  disagreed  in  some 
of  the  concomitant  circumstances.  An  inference  of 
this  kind  would  convert  the  most  valuable  histories  into 
fabulous  legends. 

When  two  Prussian  officers,  who  served  during  the 
seven  years  war,  from  1756  to  1763,  relate  the  trans- 
actions of  that  memorable  period,  each  of  them  is  guilty 
of  some  mistakes,  especially  in  regard  to  dates  and 
numbers,  of  which  the  unavoidable  consequence  is,  that 
they  will  contradict  each  other.  If  we  read  Lloyd  s 
and  Templehoffs  History  of  this  war,  we  shall  find 
not  only  that  they  contradict  each  other,  but  that  both 
of  them  frequently  contradict  the  official  intelligence 
printed  in  the  Berlin  Gazette.  I  will  mention  as  an 
jiwtauce    the  battle  of    Prague,  in   which  Lloyd    has 

■  P.  x*iii, — lviii1. 
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made  the  list  of  killed  and  wounded  on  the  part  of  the 
Austrians  so  very  inconsiderable,  as  to  be  almost  incre- 
dible, when  we  consider  the  important  consequences,  to 
which  that  engagement  immediately  led.  Yet  no  one 
would  therefore  conclude,  either  that  the  seven  years 
war  in  general,  or  the  battle  of  Prague  in  particular, 
was  a  mere  fable:  Whoever  has  examined  the  sources 
of  (he  Roman  history,  not  barely  with  a  view  of 
learning  a  dead  language,  but  with  the  eye  of  a 
critical  historian,  must  have  observed  many  contra- 
dictions, which  no  art  can  possibly  reconcile.  The 
battle  of  Pharsalia,  for  instance,  is  described  by  Florus 
in  a  manner  very  different  from  that,  in  which  it  is  de- 
scribed by  Caesar:  for  in  their  accounts  of  the  number 
of  the  combatants,  which  entered  the  field  on  both 
sides,  there  is  a  difference  of  not  less  than  an  hundred 
and  fifty  thousand.  Yet  no  man  would  therefore 
contend  that  the  battle  of  Pharsalia,  which  determined 
the  fate  of  the  world,  was  a  mere  fable.  It  is  the  same 
with  the  Grecian  history,  even  in  the  most  enlightened 
ages,  as  appears  from  the  contradictions  in  the  accounts 
which  we  read  of  the  expedition  of  Xerxes,  and  the 
strength  of  his  army.  The  history  of  the  celebrated 
Judas  Maccabseus,  as  related  in  the  first  book  of  the 
Maccahees,  a  work  written  at  the  same  time  when  Judaa 
himself  lived,  differs  frequently  from  the  same  history 
as  related  in  the  second  book  of  the  Maccabees,  and 
sometimes  from  the  accounts  of  Josephus.  Nay,,  what 
is  still  more,  we  find  Josephus  contradicting  ev£n  him- 
self, when  we  compare  his  Antiquities  with  his  History 
of  the  Jewish  war.  I  mention  Josephus  in  particular, 
as  an  author  in  whose  writings  contradictions  are  to  he 
found,  because  I  can  refer,  in  support  of  my  assertion,  to 
my  notes  to  the  first  book  of  the  Maccabees,  in  which 
many  of  those  contradictions  are  noted. 

If  the  four  Evangelists  were  not  rendered  infallible 
by  the  immediate  intervention  of  the  Deity,  it  is  hardly 
possible,  that  their  accounts  should  be  wholly  free  from 
error,  and  therefore  in  no  case  contradictory  to  each 
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other.  But  even  if  it  be  true,  that  their  accounts  are 
sometimes  at  variance,  it  by  no  means  follows,  that  the 
history  itself,  the  miracles  and  the  resurrection  of  Christ 
are  a  forgery:  and  the  only  inference,  which  we  can 
deduce  from  it,  is  that  the  Evangelists  were  not  inspired; 
at  least  not  in  the  relation  of  historical  facts.  '  I  have 
already  observed  in  this  Introduction  h,  as  well  as  in  my 
History  of  the  Resurrection  l,  that  a  concession  of  this 
kind  is  no  injury  to  the  Christian  religion :  to  two  of 
the  Evangelists,  Mark  and  Luke,  the  promise  of  the 
supernatural  assistance  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  which  was 
given  by  Christ  to  the  Apostles,  is  wholly  inapplicable* 
and  I  have  freely  confessed  in  the  first  volume  of  this  work*, 
that  1  can  see  no  proof  of  their  having  been  inspired; 
St.  Matthew  and  St.  John  were,  it  is  true,  Apostles ; 
but  shall  we  therefore  conclude  that  they  were  inspired 
in  matters  of  history  ?  The  passage  which  I  quoted  in 
the  chapter  on  Inspiration  from  John  xiv.  26.  "  The 
Comforter,  which  is  the  Holy  Ghost,  whom  the  Father 
will  send  in  my  name,  shall  teach  you  all  things,  and 
bring  all  things  to  your  remembrance,  whatsoever  I 
have  said  unto  ydu,"  contains  a  promise  of  assistance 
from  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  of  the  infallibility  arising 
from  that  assistance,  merely  in  respect  to  the  speeches 
and  discourses  of  Christ,  which  form  the  primary  source 
of  our  religious  faith  and  knowledge :  but  it  contains 
no  promise,  at  least  none  in  direct  and  positive  terms, 
of  any  supernatural  aid  in  the  recording  of  facts,  which 
they  bad  either  seen  themselves,  or  heard  from  other*. 
To  speak  the  truth,  I  do  not  believe  that  the  Evange- 
lists were  divinely  inspired  in  matters  of  history :  I  have 
made  this  declaration  already  in  the  second  edition  of 
my  Dogm&tic  Theology1,  where  I  have  given  the 
grounds  of  my  opinion,  which  it  is  here  unnecessary  tq 
transcribe.  This  opinion  by  no  means  impugns  the 
doctrines  of  the  Lutheran  Church,  as-  delivered  in  the 
Symbolic  Books*,  though  it  is  contrary  to  the  tenets 

*  Vol.  I.  ch.  iii.  sect.  1.  'P.  xxxv. 

k  Ch.  iii.  sect.  3.  *  P.  125,  126. 
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which  are  advanced*  in  many  of  bur  systems' of  divi- 
nity. 

Are  there  really  contradictions  then,  it  may  be  asked, 
in  the  four  Gospels,  which  are  utterly  incapable  of  be* 
ing  reconciled  ?  I  will  not  positively  and  decided  y  assert 
that  there  are,  because,  as  every  assertion  requires  proof, 
I  should  be  under  the  necessity  of  examining  at  each 
particular  example  the  various  arguments,  which  bare 
been  alleged  both  for  and  against  the  question,  which 
would  give  rise  to  a  disquisition  too  long  for  the  present 
place.     I  will  only  say,  therefore;  it  appears  to  me,  that 
there  are  such  contradictions ;   but  their  number  is  very 
inconsiderable,  and  indeed  much  more  inconsiderable, 
than  in  proportion  to  the  variety  of  matter  in  the  four 
Gospels  we  might  reasonably  expect.     I  will  mention  a 
single  instance,  the  account  of  the  blind  Bartimeus  at 
Jericho,  related  Matth.  xx.  29— 34.  Mark  x.  46 — 52. 
Luke  xviii.  35 — 43.     I  find  no  contradiction  in  the  cir- 
cumstance, that  St  Matthew,  who  was  eye-witness  to  the 
transaction,  speaks  of  two  blind  persons,  St.  Mark  and 
St.  Luke  on  the  contrary  of  only  one,'  who  by  St.  Mark 
is  called  Bartimeus :  since  it  is  possible  that  two  blind 
persons  on  that  occasion  received  their  sight,   that  both 
of  them  were  known  to  St.  Matthew,  who  was  present  at 
the  time,  but  that  only  one  of  them  was  known  to  St 
Mark  and  St.  Luke,  who  were  not  eye-witnesses  to  the 
fact   So  far  then  the  accounts  are  not  contradictory!  and 
all  that  can  be  said  is,  that  one  Evangelist  has  related  lesa 
.*  than  is  related  by  the  other,  because  he  was  not  omni- 
scient, and  therefore  did  not  know  all  that  happened. 
But  when  St  Matthew  and  St.  Mark,  of  whom  the 
former  was  eye-witness,  relate  that  the  miracle  was  per- 
formed by  Christ '  as  he  went  out  of  Jericho/  St  Luke 
on  the  contrary  '  as  he  was  come  nigh  unto  Jericho/ 
and  moreover  the  entry  into  that  city  is  mentioned  by 
St  Lukem  as  having  taken  place  after  the  performance 
of  the  miracle,  I  confess  that  I  am  wholly  uftable  to 
reconcile  the  contradiction,  and  must  therefore  conclude 

»  Chap,  xix,  l. 
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that  St.  Luke,  who  was  not  ail  eye-witnfess  to  the  fact, 
was  in  this  instance  mistaken.  In  a  subsequent  part  of 
this  Introduction,  where  I  treat  of  St*  Luke's  Gospel 
in  particular,  I  shall  take  notice  of  several  examples 
of  this  kind,  and  observe  that  the  most  material  contra* 
dictions,  which  I  am  unable  to  reconcile!  are  between 
St  Luke  and  those  two  Evangelists,  who  were  eye- 
witnesses to  the  facts,  which  they  have  recorded. 

Whether  St.  John  has.  corrected  in  an  indirect  and 
delicate  manner  the  faults  of  his  predecessors  is  a, ques- 
tion, which  I  shall  reserve  for  that  part,  where  I  especi- 
ally examine  the  Gospel  of  that  Evangelist. 


SECTION  V. 

Examination  of  the  different  degrees  of  importance  in 
the  different  kinds  of  contradiction  observable  in  the 
Four  Gospels. 

The  contradictions  observable  in  the  four  Gospels, 
even  such  as  may  be  shewn  to  be  real,  are  of  very  dif- 
ferent degrees  of  importance,  which  ought  to  be  par- 
ticularly noted,  though  they  have  hitherto  engaged  but 
seldom  the  attention  of  the  harmonists. 

In  the  first  place,  if  a  contradiction  exists  between 
the  twelve  last  verses  of  St  Mark's  Gospel  and  the  other 
Gospels,  it  is  of  no  importance  whatsoever,  and  affects 
not  even  the  question  of  divine  inspiration :  for  that 
these  twelve  verses  proceeded  from  the  hand  of  St.  Mark 
is  more  than  any  one  can  prove.  In  the  sequel  I  shall 
treat  of  them  more  at  large: 

Secondly,  a  contradiction  between  either  St.  Mark  or 
St  Luke,  who  were  neither  Apostles  nor  eye- witnesses, 
and  St.  Matthew  and  St.  John,  who  were  both,  proves 
nothing  more  than  that  they  were  not  inspired.  In  a 
disagreement  of  this  kind,  it  is  reasonable  that  we 
should  be  guided  by  the  authority  of  the  eyewitnesses. 
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.  Thirdly,  a  cpntradiction  between  the  Gospel  of  St 
Luke  and  tjie  two  first  chapters  of  St.  Matthew's  Gos- 
pel is  of  still  less  importance,,  because  it  may  be  doubted, 
whether  these  two  chapters  were  written  by  St.  Matthew* 
Even  if  we  admitted  therefore  that  what  is  written  bv 
St.  Luke  \  ch.  ii.  51.  were  not  to  be  reconciled  with  the 
account  given  in  St  Matthew's  Gospel  of  the  coming 
of  the  wise  men  from  the  East,  and  the  flight  of  Jesus 
into  Egypt,  which  however  in  my  opinion  is  very  pos- 
sible, we  should  still  have  no  reason  to  doubt  the  truth 
of  the  Christian  Religion,  and  of  the  New  Testament -at 
large,  but  only  either  of  the  two  fyst  chapters  of  St. 
Matthew's  Gospel,  which  in  other  respects  abound  with 
difficulties,  or  the  relation  which  is  given  by  St.  Luke. 

.Fourthly,  real  contradictions  between  St  Matthew  and 
St  John,  which  are  .wholly  incapable  of  reconciliation, 
prove  nothing  more,  than  that  the  Apostles  were  not 
inspired,  in  historical  matters.  But  as  I  have  already 
observed,  these  contradictiops  may  be  ascribed  to  the 
Greek  translator  of  St  Matthew's  Gospel. 

Fifthly,  the  contradictions  of  the  greatest  importance, 
if  we  except  Mark  xvi.  9 — 20.  are  those  which  have 
been  observed  in  the  history  of  the  resurrection,  be- 
cause the  truth  of  this  history,  and  the  testimony  of 
those  persons,  who  are  alleged  as  witnesses  of  its  reality, 
determine  in  a  great  measure  the  truth  of  the  Christian 
Religion.  Notwithstanding  the  pains  which  have  been 
taken  to  reconcile  these  contradictions,  I  am- of  opinion, 
that  our  endeavours  have  not  been  so  successful  as  we 
commonly  believe ;  though  on  the  other  hand,  I  have 
fallen  sometimes,  as  it  were  by  accident,  on  satisfactory 
solutions,  where  after  the  most  studied  and  anxious  at- 
tempts I  have  failed  of  success.  This  is  not  the  place 
to  introduce  the  result  of  my  inquiries,  which  I  must 
reserve  either  for  my  public'  lectures,  or  for  my  notes 
on  th^ four  Gospels  if  I  should  live  to  publish  them-*. 
»  Thus  far  I  had  written  in  the  yeaf  1777,  and  I 
purposely  leave  it  unaltered  in  the  present  edition,  that 
the  public  may  be  convinced,  it  is  not  my  intention  to 
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suppress  tlie  difficulties,  which  I  feel  The  Fragments; 
as  they  were  called,  which  were  published  by  Lessing 
in  that  very  year,  in  the  fourth  number  of  the  '  Con- 
tributions to  history  and  literature,  from  the  treasures 
of  the  ducal  library  at  Wolfenbiittel, ' %  in  which  an 
anonymous  writer  attacked  the  Christian  Religion,  and 
particularly  the  history  of  the  resurrection  49  induced 
me  to  renew  my  inquiries,  the  result  of  which  I  pub- 
lished in  the  year  1783,  in  a  work  entitled,  '  Exposition 
of  the  history  of  Christ's  burial  and  resurrection,  ac- 
cording to  all  four  Evangelists,'  and  which  I  leave  to 
the  examination  of  the  reader5. 


SECTION  VI. 

i 

An  .account  of  the  principal  Harmonies. 

I  will  now  proceed  to  an  account  of  those  writers, 
who  have  endeavoured  to  reconcile  the  four  Evange- 
lists, and  to  reduce  their  history  to  chronological  order;, 
which  will  afford  likewise  an  opportunity  of  making 
some  remarks  on  several  explanations  relative  to  the 
Gospels.  But  it  is  far  from  my  design  to  mention  all 
the  writers  who  have  written  harmonies  :  a  tolerably 
complete  list  of  them,  in  alphabetical  order,  may  be 
seen  in  Fabricii  Bibliotheca  Gra&ca  \  Lib.  iv.  Cap,  v. 
§  20,  and  a  more  entertaining  historical  description  of 
them  is  contained  in  E.  D.  Hauber's  Life  of  Jesus 
Christ*,  p.  I  — 11, 

To  begin  with  the  ancient  harmonies,  it  is  well 
known  that  Tatian  of  Syria,  and  Theophilus  Bishop  of 
Antioch,  wrote  harmonies  as  early  as  the  second  cen- 
tury. A  work  supposed  to  be  the  Harmony  of  Tatian 
was  published  by  Ottomar  Luscinius',  in  1523;  and 
in  the  following  year  1524,  Michael  Member  published 
another  harmony,  which  was  attributed  to  Ammonius 
of  Alexandria  4.     But  though  these  works  are  of  great 
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antiquity,   it  is  doubted  whether   they  are  genuine  5« 
See  Eabricii  Codex  Apocryphus  N.  T.  p.  378.    The 
real  Diatessaron   (Scarcrooptuv)  of  Tatian,  or  his. Ar- 
rangement of  the  transactions  of  Christ  according  to 
the  four  Evangelists  is  no  longer  extant :  but  the  cir- 
cumstance of  his  having  written  a  work  of  that  kind 
deserves  to  be  remembered,  because  it  is  of  some  im- 
portance in  ecclesiastical  history.     It  is  supposed  that 
this  is  the  work,  which  we  find  sometimes  quoted  in 
ancient  writers  by  the  name  of  c  the  Syrian  V 
.  Eusehius  has  comppsed  a  very  celebrated  Harmony    < 
of  the  Gospels.    He  Ns  divided  the  evangelic  history 
into  ten  canons,  or  tables,  which  are  prefixed  to  many 
editions  and  versions  of  the -New  Testament.     In  the 
first  canon  he  has  arranged  according  to  the  ancient, 
chapters 7  those  parts  of  the  history  of  Christ,  which 
are  related  by  all  four  Evangelists.     In  the  rest  he  has 
disposed  the  portions  of  history  related  by 
2.  St.  Matthew,  St  Mark,  and  St  Luke.  ' 
3*  St  Matthew,  St.  Luke,  and  St.  John. 

4.  St.  Matthew,  St.  Luke,  and  St  John. 

5.  St  Matthew,  and  St  Luke. 

6.  St  Matthew,  and  St  Mark. 

7.  St  Matthew,  and  St;  John. 

8.  St.  Luke,  and  St  Mark* 

9.  St  Luke,  and  St  John. 

10.  Only  one  of  the  four  Evangelists f. 

It  is  evident  from  a  bare  inspection  of  these  tables, 
that  they  are  nothing  more  than  indexes  to  the  four 
•Gospels,  and  that  they  by  no  means  form  an  harmony, 
of  the  nature  of  those,  which  have  been  written  in 
modern  ages,  and  which  are  designed  to  bring  the 
several  facts  recorded  by  the  Evangelists  into  chronolo- 
gical order,  and  to  reconcile  contradictions. 

I  shall  not  detain  the  reader  any  longer  either  with 
these  ancient  harmonies,  or  with  those  of  the  middle 
ages,  as  they  are  very  little  usfed,  and  men  of  learning 
content  themselves  with  being  able  to  enumerate  their 
titles,  without  ever  consulting  the  works  themselves. 
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But  there  are  two  in  particular,  which  I  cannot  pass 
over  without  mentioning  at  least  their  names,  Ludol- 
phus  9  de  vita  Jesu  Christi,  and  Gersop 10  Monotessanm 
de  concordantia  evangelistarum. 

The  celebrated  Andreas  Osiander  published  the  first 
edition  of  his  Harmony  of  the  Gospels  in  1 537.  He 
adopted  the  principle,  that  the  Evangelists  constantly 
wrote  in  chronological  order,  and  that  the  some  trans* 
actions  and  discourses  took  place  twice  or  thrice  in  the 
life  of  Christ  From  this  alone  we  may  judge  of  the 
merits  of  the  work  itself.  Osiander  is  the  head  and 
leader  of  those  harmonists  who  undesignedly  render  the 
Gospel  history  not  only  suspicious,  but  incredible.  It 
must  be  acknowledged  however  t^at  he  has  not  gone  so 
far  as  his  successors,  and  that  he  sometimes  deviates 
from  bis  general  principle. 

Cprnelii  Jansenii  cojnmentaria  in  concordiam  evaq- 
gelicam,  published11  in  1571,  is  at  the  same  time  an 
exposition  of  the  four  Gospels. , 

Martin  Chemnitz  wrote  a  very  ample  harmony  of 
the  Gospels,  which  was  continued  by  Polycarp  Leyser, 
and  John  Gerhard.  The  first  edition  of  it  appeared 
in13  1593,  and  the  last  edition  was  published  at  Ham- 
burgh in  1704*  It  consists  of  three  volumes  folio,  and 
is  not  only  a  harmony,  but  likewise  a  learned  commen- 
tary on  the  Gospels:  but  the  author  has  too  closely 
followed  Osiander13. 

Samuel  Craddock's  Harmony  of  the  Evangelists, 
which  is  also  a  learned  and  entertaining  exposition  of 
the  Gospels,  was  published  in  London  in  1668  in 
folio14.  Craddock  has  drawn  up  the  Gospel  history  in 
an  explanatory  paraphrase  in  English,  and  has  added 
short  but  useful  notes  in  Latin. 

Sandbagen  published  his  Introduction  to  the  har- 
mony of  the  Gospels  in  1684.  However  great  the 
merits  of  this  author  are  in  respect  to  the  sacred  writ- 
ings in  general,  I  cannot  bestow  much  praise  on  this 
work  in  particular,  for  the  principle,  which  I  censured 
in  Osiander,  i$  carried  here  to  a  still  greater  length. 

vol.  in.  c 
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Bern.  Lamy  Commentarius  in  hafmoniam  sire  con- 
cordiam  Evangelistarum,  published  at  Paris  in  1699,  id 
a  learned  work,  and  it  id  itself  a '  commentary  on  the 
Gospels15. 

Joban.  Cleric!  bartnonia  evfcngelica,  printed  at  Am- 
sterdam *  in  1  TOO,  is  an  useful  book*  Le  Clerc  has 
in  general  very  just  notions  with  respect  td  an  harmony 
of  the  Gospels,  which  he  has  delivered  in  a  dissertation 
annexed  to  his  work.  He;  has  arranged  the  history  of 
the  four  Evangelists  according  to  chronological  order, 
in  columns  parallel  to  each  other,  in  Greek  and  ia 
Latin :  under  the  text  he  has  added  a  Latin  para- 
phrase, the  design  of  which  is  to  remove  the  apparent 
contradictions. 

William  Whiston's  *  Short  vie*  of  the  Chronology 
of  the  Old  Testament,  and  of  the  Harmony  of  the 
four  Evangelists/  published  at  Cambridge  in  1702,  de- 
serves particular  notice.  Whiston  is  of  opihion,  that 
the  Evangelists  wrote  according  to  the  order  of  tinfe; 
except  in  one  single  passage :  and  that  the  reason,  why 
St  Matthew  appears  to  be  at  variance  with  the  other 
Evangelists  is,  that  the  chapters  in  his  Gospels,  from 
the  fourth  to  the  tenth n,  have  been  strangely  con- 
founded and  intermixed  by  the  copyists.  This  opinion 
he  endeavours  to  support  by  the  circumstance,  that 
in  St.  Mark's  Gospel,  which  he  supposes  to  be  only  art 
abridgment,  of  St  Matthew's,  a  very  different  arrange^ 
ment  is  observed,  from  that  which  we  find  at  present 
in  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew 18.  My  sentiments  on  this 
subject  I  shall  deliver  in  the  last  section  of  this  chapter. 

Jo.  Reinh.  Rus.  published  at  Iena  in  1787,  in  four 
volumes  octavo 19,  a  work  entitled,  Harmonia  evange- 
listarum ita  adornata,  ut,  investigate  sedulo  textus  to- 
h®renti&,  nullus  versus  sive  trajiciatur,  sive  praetereatur 
sine  brevi  et  succincta  explicatione,  quo  justi  com- 
mentarii  loco  esse  queat.  He  follows  principally  Sand- 
hagen,  and  there  is  nothing  in  his  explanations,  which 
is  particularly  remarkable.  Wherever  he  has  an  op- 
portunity of  displaying  his  knowledge  of  Hebrew  ant- 
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tiquities,  or  of  the  geography  of  Palestine,  he  is 
extremely  prolix,  and  introduces  matter,  which  is 
wholly  foreign  to  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  pas- 
sages in  question.  For  instance,  in  his  notes  on  St.  Luke 
i.  39,  40.  he  inquires  what  the  name  of  the  city  was, 
in  which  Elizabeth  dwelt :  and  after  having  observed, 
that  some  commentators  suppose  -it  to  have  been  He- 
bron, he  gives  the  ancient  history  of  that  city,  mentions 
its  various  names,  relates  what  persons  were  buried 
there,  and  even  examines  whether  it  was  not  the  burial 
place  of  Adam.  In  short  bis  object  was  to  write  a  great 
deal,  in  order  that  his  work  might  appear  to  be  very 
leaned,  though  the  author's  learning  extended  no  fur- 
ther than  to  a  knowledge  of  Hebrew :  hence  he  was 
obliged  to  be  prolix,  or  his  work  would,  in  his  own 
opinion,  have  been  too  small. 

Bengel,  in  his  Harmony  of.  the  Gospels,  published 
in  1736,  proceeds  upon  more  just  principles,  and  main- 
tains tbat  the  Evangelists  did  not  write  merely  in  chro- 
nological order.  But  the  chronology,  which  Bengel 
has  adopted,  is  not  at  all  times  to  be  defended,  and 
the  arrangement  which  he  has  chosen  for  the  several 
facts,  is  too  frequeutly  the  result  of  a  particular  system* 

In  the  year  following.  E.  D.  Hauber  published, 
1.  €  An  Harmony  of  the  Evangelists,9  in  which  the 
words  of  the  Evangelists  themselves,  according  to  the 
German  version,  are  printed  in  the  order  which,  in 
Mr.  Hauber's  opinion,  corresponds  to  the  time  in 
which  each  transaction  happened.  2.  '  The  Life  of 
Jesus  Christ,  taken  from  the  accounts  of  all  the  four 
Evangelists,  reduced  into  a  small  compass,  and  ac- 
companied with  a  general  Introduction  to  the  Harmony 
of  the  Evangelists.1  3.  "  Harmonical  Observations/9 
Of  these  writings,  the  last  is  the  most  valuable,  the  two 
former  being  of  less  value,  on  account  of  the  prin- 
ciple, which  the  author  had  adopted,  and  from  which 
he  has  never  deviated,  that  the  four  Gospels  are  ab- 
solute journals,  and  never  deviate  from  the  order  of 
time30. 

c  2 
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In  the  year  1756,  Biisching  published  the  first  volume 
of  an  harmony  under  the  title,  '  The  four  Evangelists 
put  together  in  their  own  words,  translated  into  Ger- 
man, and  accompanied  with  numerous  annotations*1,' 
a  work  both  entertaining  and  instructive,  and  contain- 
ing in  particular  mucj)  valuable  geographical  informa- 
tion, which  throws  a  light  on  many  passages  of  the  life 
of  Christ,  which  were  before  obscure*  In  the  arrange* 
ment  of  the  transactions,  Biisching  chiefly  follows  Hau- 
ler :  in  this  respect  therefore  we  are  of  different 
opinions,  yet  1  have  a  great  desire  to  see  the  work 
completed. 

,  In  the  next  year,  namely  in  1767,  Bertling  pub- 
lished a  '  New  Harmony  of  the  four  Evangelists  **/  a 
work,  founded  on  principles  diametrically  opposite  to 
those  adopted  by  Biisching,  a  work  likewise,  which 
shews  the  author  to  have  possessed  a  considerable  share 
of  penetration,  and  which  deserves  particular  attention. 
As  far  as  general  principles  go,  I  perfectly  accede  to 
the .  opinion  of  this  author :  but  I  would  not  have  it 
understood,  that  I  agree  with  him  in  their  application 
to  each  particular  case,  or  in  the  arrangement  of  every 
transaction  a. 

.  Whoever  is  in  possession  of  the  harmonies  written 
by  Whistpn,  Bengel,  Hauber,  Biisching,  and  Bertling, 
may  in  general  dispense  with  the  other  more  volu- 
minous harmonies :  for  in  those,  which  I  have  here 
enumerated,  he  will  find  the  grounds  of  the  different 
opinions  advanced  by  the  several  harmonists  fully  ex* 
plained  and  defended  •*.  With  respect  to  those  writers 
who. have  not  written  general  harmonies,  but  have 
attempted  only  to  reconcile  single  contradictions,  the 
reader  will  excuse  me,  if  I  pass  them  over  in  silence,  as 
the  enumeration  of  them  would  take  up  too  much  room 
for  the  present  section  *. 
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SECTION  VII. 

Harmony  of  the  Gospels  proposed  by  the  author  of  this 

Introduction. 

The  harmony,  which  I  shall  deliver  iq  this  section, 
is  a  table  of  contents  to  the  four  Evangelists  \  which 
I  have  drawn  up  with  a  view  of  assisting  the  reader 
in  his  examination  of  the  several  transactions  recorded 
in  the  Gospels  and  of  directing  his  judgement  in  the 
various  inferences,  to  which  such  an  examination  may 
give  birth.  I  will  first  however  explain  the  principles, 
upon  which  this  table  is  formed. 

1.  Chronology,  and  the  arrangement  of  facts  accord^ 
ing  to  the  order  of  time,  a  matter,  which  St.  Matthew 
and  St  Mark  at  least  have  wholly  disregarded  *,  and  to 
which  the  Evangelists  in  general  have  paid  much  less 
attention  than  is  imagined  by  those,  who  Consider  their 
Gospels  as  journals,  is  discoverable  only  in  some  few 
passages  of  the  Gospels  of  St.  Luke  and  St.  John 3.   For 
instance,  St.  Luke  has  determined,  ch.  iii.  1-3.  the  period 
at  which  John  the  Baptist,  who  was  at  that  time  about 
thirty  years  of  age,  began  publicly  to  preach  4.     Again, 
from  a  comparison  of  ch.  i.  8.  with  1  CI  iron.  xxiv.  10. 
we  find  that  the  annunciation  of  the  birth  of  St.  John 
happened  In  the  fourth  month  of  the  Jews,  which  cor- 
responds nearly  to  our  July5,  consequently  the  concep- 
tion of  St,  John  (which  took  place  soon  after  the  return 
of  Zachari&s  from  his  service  in  the  Temple)  in  the 
month  of  August0:  whence  it  appears  that  John  was 
bora  in  M*yTf  and  Jesus  in  October". — St.  John'likewise,' 

It  is  true,  that  according  to  this  mode  of  reckoning  Jesus  wa» 
-j  at  a  different  part  of  the  year  from  that,  m  which  we  celebrate 

birth*  But  our  festivals  were  not  arranged  according  to  the  time* 

in  which  the  several  events  intended  to  be  celebrated  really  hap- 
pened; for  they  were  substituted  in  the  place  of  heathen  festivals, 
u  order  to  annihilate  even  the  traces  of  heathenism.  Thus  the  fes- 
tival called  Nativitas  Invicti  was  converted  into  Nativitas  Christi  *. 
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by  determining  the  feasts  of  the  Passover,  and  other 
feasts,  at  which  Jesus  was  present  in  Jerusalem,  has  in 
some  measure  introduced  chronology  into  bis  history 
of  Christ's  ministry,  which  may  be  applied  to  the 
other  Gospels,  because  St.  John  has  some  material  facts, 
which  form  so  many  epochs!  or  points  of  reckoning,  in 
the  life  of  Christ,  in  common  with  the  other  Evange- 
lists g.    See  the  following  Table,  N#.  22.  53.  97. 

2.  But  npt  all  the  single  facts,  related  by  the  three 
first  Evangelists,  can  be  introduced  with  certainty  either 
in  the  intervals  determined  by  the  above-mentioned 
feasts  of  the  Passover,  or  in  the  intervals  determined 
by  the  thre6  principal  points  of  reckoning  just  men- 
tioned, because  the  Evangelists  follow  not  always  the 
order  of  time. 

9  _ 

S«  For  this  reason,  I  would  not  have  the  reader  sup- 
pose, that  the  several  facts  delivered  in  the  following 
Table  are  arranged,  without  exception,  according  to 
the  order,  .in  which  they  really  happened :  for  it  is 
my  intention  to  give  rather  a  General  Index  to  the 
Four  Gospels,  than  to  draw  up  a  Chronological  Table. 
In  general,  I  follow  St  Matthew,  who  was  eye-witness 
to  the  facts  which  he  has  recorded,  apd  from  whose 
arrangement  I  shall  not  depart,  except  for  particular 
reasons,  as  in  N°  33 — 38. 

.  4.  I  shall  not  attempt  to  determine  the  time  with 
any  certainty;  except  in  those  cases,  where  it  is  deter- 
mined by  the  Evangelists  themselves  ;  as,  for  instance, 
where  they  say,  '  on  the  evening  of  the  same  day,9  or, 
'  on  the  following  morning,9  or  as  in  N°  63,  r  after  six 
days,'  which  I  do  not  consider  as  a  contradiction  to 
St.  Luke,  who  says,  ' about  eight  days  after.9  It  is  true 
that  in  these  determinations  of  time  the  Evangelists 
might  make  mistakes,  if  they  were  not  rendered  in- 
fallible by  divine  inspiration :  but  of  historians  in  ge- 
neral we  suppose  that  their  accounts  are  exact,  till  we 
have  reason  to  believe  the  contrary,  and  I  know  of  no 
such  reason,  which  takes  place  in  regard  to  thp  Evan* 

gelists.     When  one  Evangelist  determines  the  time, 

s 
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and  the  other  does  not;  for  instance,  when  the  one 
unites  several  facts  in  such  a  manner,  as  to  shew  that 
they  happened  on  the  same  day,  but  the  other  separates 
them  in  his  narrative,  I  follow  the  former  in  preference 
to  the  latter* 

5.  St  Luke,  ch.  ix.  51.— xviii.  14.  has  recorded  a  set 
'of  facts  without  any  determination  of  time,  and  which 
appear  to  have  happened  in  different  years.  These 
facts  I  arrange  (N°.  69 — 83)  in  the  order  in  which 
they  are  placed  in  St.  Luke's  Gospel,  except  those,  which 
are  determined  in  point  of  time  by  other  Evangelists : 
but  this  order  most  not  be  considered  as  chronological. 
In  some  of  these  facts,  for  instance,  N*.  69,  77,  are 
traces,  from  which  we  may  perceive,  that  they  hap- 
pened a  few  months  before  the  death  of  Christ ;  but 
some  of  them  certainly  happened  much  earlier.  It  is 
therefore  not  commendable,  that  harmonists,  not  ex- 
cepting even  the  excellent  Archbishop  Usher,  have 
interwoven  them  in  the  continued  narrative  of  the  life 
of  Christ,  into  which  they  cannot  with  any  propriety 
be  introduced.  Several  volumes  of  anecdotes  of  the 
late  King  of  Prussia  have  lately  been  published,  but 
wholly  without  regard  to  the  order  of  time.  Any 
person  therefore,  who  undertook  to  compose  a  chro- 
nological journal  of  the  life  of  the  late  King,  might 
introduce  all  those  anecdotes,  of  which  the  time  is 
capable  of  bein^  determined :  but  those,,  which  ad? 
ink  of  no  determination,  he  would  be  obliged  to  omit 

6.  That  I  do  not  deny,  there  are  contradictions  in 
the  Gospels,  appears  from  what  I  have  already  written 
on  this  sobject^but  the  greatest  part-of  -them  admit  of 
a  reconciliation,  which  however  I  canfrpfc  attempt,  iat 
present,  because  it  is  a  subject,  which  properly  belong* 
to  the  Notes  to  the  New  Testament. 
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HARMONY  OF  THE  FOUR  GOSPELS.       CHAP.  II. 


St.  MATTHEW  -. 


2.  Genealogy  of  Christ. 
I.  1-17. 


6*.  Joseph's  dream,  I.  18- 
24. 


m 


8.  Birth  of  Christ,  I.  25. 


•*mmm~+m. 


1 1 .  Jesus  sought,  and  wor- 
shipped by  the  wise  men : 
flight  into  Egypt,  and 
return :  massacre  of  the 
children,  of  Bethlehem, 
Ch.  II.  1-23. 


St.  MARK. 
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St.  LUKE; 

1.  Preface,  I.  1-4. 

III.  23-38. 


3.  Birth  of  John,  I.  5- 
£5. 

4.  Birth  of  Christ  an- 
nounced to  Mary,  I. 
26-38. 

5.  Mary's  visit  to  Eliza- 
beth, I.  39-55. 


mmvm 


7.  Birth  of  John,  I.  56- 
80. 


II.  1-20. 


9.  Circumcision  of  Christ, 
II.  21. 


la  Presentation  of  Christ 
m  the  temple,  IL  22- 
40.  ' 


St.  JOHN. 
I.  1-14. 


•  i 


»    •      t 


i       i         0  *  •        « 


4$        HARMQNT  Ot  THE,  f  OtyR  XlMPELfc       ^  tf  A  P.  1 1. 


St.  MATTHEW. 


IS.  John  preaches,  III.  1. 
.IS. 

14.  Christ  baptized,  HI. 
13-17. 


15.   Christ  tempted,  IV. 
1-11. 


8f,MARK. 


L  1-8. 


«* 


I.9-H. 


»  * 


I.  12,  13. 


I    . 
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St.  LUKJE<; 

18.  Education  of  Christ, 
and  remarkable  history 
of  him  in  his  twelfth 
year,  at  the  feast  of  the 
passover  II.  41-52. 

III.  1-20/ 


III.  21-23. 


IV.  1-18. 


St,  JQflfr 


■»*■» 


1.16.  Remarkable  addition 
made  by  this  Evange- 
list, relative  to  the  tes- 
timonies in  favour  of 
Christ,  by  which  he  ob- 
tained his  first  disciples,, 
who  soon  increased  in 
numbers*  I.  l£-t5ft    . 


17— 20.  History  of  Christ 
|  before  the  imprisonment 
!    of  John. 

17.  Christ  returns  to  Gali- 
lee, and  changes  water 
into  wine  at  Cana,  IL 
1-12. 

18.  Goes  to  Jerusalem  at 
the  feast  of  the  passover, 
and  drives  the  sellers 
out  of  the  temple,  IL 
13-22. 
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St.  MATTHEW. 


St.  MARK. 


• 


22.  Arrives  in  Galilee, 
calls  several  disciples, 
and  performs  miracles. 
IV.  12-24. 


1.14-21 
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St  LUKE. 

\ 

* 

* 

* 
* 

St  JOHN. 

19*  Gives  Nicodemus,  who 
visits  him  by  nighty  more 
complete  information  of 
his  doctrine,  IL  £3. — 
III.  21. 

SO*  Remains, in  Judaea: 
additional  testimony  of 
John  the  Baptist  con- 
cerning him,  III.  22- 
36. 

* 

* 

21.  Returns  (after  the  im- 
prispnment  of  John) 
through  Samaria  to  Ga- 
lilee: conversation  with 
the  woman  of  Samaria : 
many  Samaritans  be-, 
lieve  in  him,  IV.  1-42* 

1 

IV.  13,  14. 

IV.  43,  44. 

% 

23.  Remarkable  addition 
of  a  second  miracle  at 
Cana,  by  which  the  ab- 
sent son  of  a  man  of 
rank  is  at  once  restored 
to  health,  IV.  45-54. 

i 

■ 

46       nAitifcfer¥'o*  wife  rduft  gospels,     chap.  ii« 
St.  MAT*  HEW.        '  St.  MARK. 


AJL 


-LL 


25— -3&  History  of  a  sirigle  day,  and  that  a  Sabbath. 


25.  Christ  teaches  in  the 
synagogue  at  Caper- 
naum, and  heals  a  de- 
moniac, I.  21  -2  8. 

26.  Christ  ascends  a  moun- 
tain, passes  the  night  in 

.  prayer,  and  then  chooses 
his  apostles,  III.  13-19* 


27.  Christ  delivers  a  dis- 
course, in*  which  be 
condemns  the  morality 
of  the  Pharisees,  and 
opposes  to  it  a  better 
morality,  which  he  com* 
missions  his  apostles  to 
teach,,  IV.  25.  V.  VI. 
VII. 


28.  Cleanses  a  leper,  VIII. 

1-4. 
20.  Heals  the  servant  of  a 

centurion,  VIII.  5-13.  j 


1. 40*45. 
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St.  LUKE* 

24.  Christ  teaches  in  the 
synagogue  at  Nazareth, 
IV.  15-30*. 


St.  JOHN, 


25— 33.  History  of  a  single  day-,  and  that  a  Sabbathv 


IV.  31-37. 

• 

- 

• 

VI.  12-16. 

% 

. 

« 

* 

VI.  17-49. 

4 

V.  12-16. 

VII.'  1-10. 

t 

•  Id  point  of  chronology,  this  does  not  belong  to  the  present 
place,  not  even  according  to  St.  Lake :  bat  I  place  it  here,  be- 
cause Sc  Luke  has  introduced  it  immediately  after  the  preceding 
history.  Perhaps  it  belongs  to  No.  50,  though  I  have  not  placed  it 
there,  because  it  does  not  exactly  agree  with  the  accounts  quoted 
in  that  article  from  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark. 
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St.  MATTHEW- 

SO.  Restores  Peter's  mo- 
ther in  law,  and,  after 
the  sabbath  was  ended, 

,  several  other  sick  per- 
sons, VIII.  14-17. 


St.  MARK. 


I.  99-34. 


The  day  immediately  following  the  preceding  Sabbath. 

31.    Christ  departs  from 
Capernaum,  I.  35-39- 


33 — 37*  Another  history  of  a  single  day,  which  was 

likewise  a  Sabbath. 

33.  Christ  defends  His  dis- 
ciples, who  plucked  ears 
of  corn  on  the  sabbath, 
XII.  1-8. 

34.  Cures  a  withered  band, 
XII.  9-21. 

35:  Drives  out  a  devil, 
and  is  accused  of  doing 
it  by  the  assistance  of 
Beelzebub,  the  prince 
of  the  devils..  His  an- 
swer, XII.  22-50.  IJI.  20-85, 


II.  23-28. 
III.  1-12. 
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St.  LUKE. 


IV.  38-41. 


St.  JOHN. 


The  day  immediately  following  the  preceding  Sabbath. 


IV.  42-44. 


32  \  Restores  to  life  the 
young  man  at  Nain, 
VII.  11-17. 

32 b.  Peter's  copious  draft  of 
fishes ;  of  which  no  tra- 
ces are  discoverable  with 
respect  to  the  time  when 
it  happened,  V.  1-]  1. 


33—37.  Another  history  of  a  single  day,  which  was 

likewise  a  Sabbath. 


VI.  1-5. 
VI.  6.11. 


XI.  14-36.  VIII.  19-21. 

VOL.  III. 


£0 
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St.  Matthew. 


37.  Preaches  in  parables, 
XIII.  1-53. 


«t«MM*a*4i^d< 


38.  Christ  endeavours  to 
retire  from  the  multi- 
tude, and  sails  to  the 
other  side  of  the  lake 
Gennesaret.  Account  of 
one,  who  offers  himself 
to  be  a  disciple  of  Christ, 
and  of  another  who 
requests  permission  to 
remain  with  his  father, 
till  his  death.  VIII.  J 
1 8-27. 

39.  Drives  out  a  devil, 
who  calls  himself  Le- 
gion, VIIL  28-34* 

- 

40.  Heals  a  lame  man, 
IX.  1-8. 

41.  Calls  Matthew,  and 
Levi:  dines  with  tax1- 
gatherers,  IX.  9-17. 

42.  Heals  a  woman  afflict- 
ed with  an  hemorrage, 
and  restores  the  daugh<- 
ter  of  Jairus,  who  wafe 
supposed  to  be  dead, 
IX.  18-26. 


St.  HARK. 


IV.  1-34. 


IV.  85*41 


» 

V.  1-20. 

« 

V. 

21. 

II.  1- 

12. 

II. 

1 3-22. 

I 


V.  23-43. 
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Sr.  LUKE. 


96.  Dines  with  a 
conversation    at    table* 
XI.  37.  XII.  12. 

VIII.  4- 18. 


VIII.  22-25.  IX.  57-62. 


VIII.  26-39. 


VUL  40.  V.  17-26. 


V.  27-39. 


VIII.  40-56. 


St.  JOHN. 


rf4M*M*M#M^MMMti 


OS 
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St.  MATTHEW. 


43.  Restores  two  blind  men 
to  sight,  IX.  27-31. 

44.  Restores  a  dumb  man 
to  his  speech,  IX.  32- 
34. 

45.  Sends  out  his  twelve 
Apostles,  IX.  SS.-XI. 
1. 


46.  Answers  John,  who 
inquires  of  him,  whe- 
ther he  is  the  Messiah, 
XL  2-19.  ___ 

47.  Curses  the  cities,  in 
which  he  had  performed 
the  greatest  part  of  his 
miracles,  XI.  20-30. 


St.  MARK. 


.  > .  i . 


*^ 
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St.  LUKE. 


IX.  1-6.  and  (but  at  a  later 
period)  the  seventy  dis- 
ciples, X.  1-24*. 


VII.  18-35. 


48.  Is  anointed  by  a  wo- 
man, who  had  led  a 
sinful  life,  VII.  35-50. 

49-  Account  of  those  who 
ministered  to  Christ,  on 
his  travels,  VIII.  1-3. 


St.  JOHN. 


*  I  place  the  sending  out  of  the  seventy  disciples  in  the  same 
article,  with  that  of  the  twelve  Apostles,  merely  because  the  two 
6cte  resemble  each  other,  for  we  have  no  knowledge  of  the  precise 
period,  in  which  the  former  event  happened.  The  Evangelists  them- 
selves  have  often  adopted  a  similar  plan. 


$4  HAKHPFT  OJP  TH5  IOU|t  GOIffcLS.      CHAP.  II, 


St.  MATTHEW. 

50.  Christ  comes  to  Na- 
zareth, where  he  is 
disrespectfully  treated, 
XIIL  54-58. 


51.  Herod,  who  had  be- 
headed John,  is  doubt- 
ful, what  he  should  be- 
lieve of  Christ,  XIV. 
1-13. 


53.  Five  thousand  men 
fed  with  five  loaves  and 
two  fishes,  XIV.  14-36. 

54.  Discourses  on  washing 
of  bands,  clean  and  un- 
clean meats,  and  other 
Jewish  doctrines,  XV. 
120. 

55.  Christ  heals  the  daugh- 
ter of  a  Caoaaniie  wo- 
man, XV.  21-88. 


S  j.  MARK. 


VI.  1-6. 


VI.  U-29. 


VI.  30-$6\ 


i    i     ' 


VIL  1-23. 


VII.  24-30, 
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St.  LUKE. 

Perhaps  Ch.  IV.   15-30, 
which  I  placed  $?°.  24, 

h^rmgq    %q    (his    BTtlClfiA. 

and  contains  the  same 
history,  but  differently 
related.  ' 


in  i    1 1 1  >f 


IX.  7-9- 


ii.    i  i.      i  .  i     i         l 


IX.  10-17. 


St.  JOHN. 


T*  — 


I  ■    ■  ■   M 


I        J  ! 


52-  Account  of  several 
remarkable  transactions 
and  discourse?  at  a  great 
festival  in  Jerusalem, 
omitted  by  the  otjier 
Evangelists,  Ch.  V.  en* 
tire. 


VI.  entire. 


TT 
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St.  MATTHEW.       I  St.  MARK.  I 


56.  Performs  several  mi- 
racles, XV.  29-31.- 

57.  Feeds  four  thousand 
men  with  seven  loaves, 
and  a  few  small  fishes, 
XV.  S2-39. 

58.  Answers  those  who 
require  a  sign  from 
heaven,  XVI.  1-4. 


59.  Commands  his  disci- 
ples to  beware,  of  the 
leaven  of  the  Pharisees, 
which  command  they 
misunderstand,  XVI.  5- 
12. 


VII.  31-37. 


VIII.  1-10. 


VIII,  1-13. 


VIII.  14-21. 


6 J.  Asks  his  disciples 
whom  they  suppose  him 
to  be.  Peter  answers 
that  he  is  the  Messiah, 
which  Jesus  confirms, 
XVI.  13-20. 


60.  Restores  a  blind  man 
to  sight,  VIII.  22-26. 


62.  Foretells  his  death  on 
the  cross,  XVI.  21-28. 


VII.  27-36. 


- 


VIII.  31-IX.  1 


63.  Is  transfigured  on  a 
lofty  mountain  beyond 
the  Jordan,  XVII.   1- 


13. 


IX.  2-13. 
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St.  LUKE; 


St.  JOHN. 


H-,*. 


_ 
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IX.  18-21. 


IX.  21-27. 


-M> 


IX.  28-36. 
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St.  MATTHEW. 

64*  Cures  a  lunatic,  XVII. 
14-21. 


65.     Again    foretells    bis 
approaching   sufferings, 
.  XVIL22,23. 


66.  Pays  the  half  shekel 
as  tribute  for  the  service 
of  the  temple,  XVII. 
24-27. 


67*  His  discourses  occa- 
sioned by  the  dispute, 
who  was  the  greatest  in 
the  kingdom  of  heaven, 
XVIII.  1-20. 


«■ 


68.  Answers  Peter's  ques- 
tion, how  often  we 
fflujt  forgive,  XVIII. 
21-35. 


St.  MARK. 


IX.  14-29. 


IX.  30-32. 


IX.  33-50. 
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Sf,U7K& 


IX.  37-42. 


IX.  43-45. 


IX.  45-50.  XVII.  1-5. 


Qr>  JQHN, 
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St.  -MATTHEW. 


St.  MARK. 


•     -   . 
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69—83.  Single  scattered  accounts  recorded  only  by 
St  Luke,  some  of  which  belong  to  the  three  or  four 
last  months  of  the  life  of  Christ,  others  to  an  earlier 
period,  and  which  are  not  arranged  according  to  the 
order  of  time. 


619-  Christ  is  refused  the| 
offices  of  hospitality  by 
the  Samaritans,  IX.  51- 
56. 

70.  Answers  the  question, 
Who  is  our  neighbour  ? 
X.  25-37. 

71 .  Visits  Martha  a  second 
time :  his  discourse  rela- 
tive to  her  too  anxious 
preparations  for  table, 
X.  38-42. 

72*  Teaches  his  disciples 
to  pray,  XI.  1-13. 

73-  Discourses  occasioned 
by  the  request  which  a 
person  present  had  made; 
to  Christ,  that  he  would 
command  his  brother 
to  divide  with  him  hid 
inheritance,     XII.    13* 

59. 
74.  Discourses  occasioned 
by  Pilate's  having  put 
to  death  several  Galile- 
ans, and  offered  their 
blood  in  sacrifice,  XIII. 
1-9. 


6$,       BABKOMT   OF  THI  WUK  <M«*ft2*.     «ItA*.  U 

St.  MATTHEW.      i  s*  MARfc 


t 
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&p.  LUKE, 

75.  Christ  cures  on  the 
sabbath  day  an  infirm 
woman,  who  was  unable 
to  walk  upright,  XIII. 
10-22. 

76.  Answers  the  question, 
whether  few  or  many 
will  be  saved,  XIII.  23- 
30. 

77.  Replies  to  those,  who 
desire  him  to  retire,  be- 
cause Herod  sought  to 
put  him  to  death,  XIII. 
31-38. 

78.  Dines  with  a  Pharisee 
on  the  sabbath  day. 
His  actions  and  dis- 
courses on  that  occasion, 
XIV.  entire. 

79.  Dines  with  publicans, 
and  justifies  bis  conduct 
to  those  who  censure 
him.  Acceptation  of  the 
Gentiles,  XV.  entire. 

80.  On  this  occasion  he 
instructs  his  disciples  id 
the  true  use  of  riches, 
and  defends  his  doctrine 
against  the  Pharisees  who 
ridicule  it,  XVI.  entire. 

81.  His  discourse  on  th* 
extraordinary  effects  of 
faith,  XVII.  5-11. 

82.  Heals  ten  lepers,  of 
whom  the  Samaritan 
alone  returned  thanks, 
XVII.  11-19. 


St.  JOHN. 
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St.  MATTHEW. 


84.  Answers  the  question 
relative  to  divorces, 
XIX.  1-12. 


85.  Takes  little  children 
into  his  arms  and  blesses 
them :  and  on  this  oc- 
casion reproves  his  dis- 
ciples, XIX.  13-15. 

86.  Answers  a  rich  Voung 
man,  who  asked  him 
how  he  should  obtain 
eternal  life.  Christ's 
important  discourse  on 
this  occasion  with  his 
disciples,  XIX.  16-XX. 
16. 


87.  Discourses  again  on 
his  approaching  death, 
XX.  17-19. 

88.  The  mother  of  the 
sons  of  Zebedee  requests 
for  them  the  first  rank 
in  the  kingdom  of  hea- 
ven. Christ's  answer, 
XX.  20-28. 


St,  MARK. 


X.  1-12. 


X.  13-16. 


X.  17-31. 


X.  32-34. 


X,  35  40. 
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Jj.  Anfwcrs  the  queftion, 

|     When  the  kingdom  of 

God     fhould     come, 

xvn.  ao-xvm.  i4. 


St.*  JG&R 


xvm.  15-17. 


XVttl.  *8-3o. 


xvm.  ji-34. 
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St.  MATTHEW. 
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93.    Reftorcs   two  blind 
men  to  fight,  XX*  29- 

34. 
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St.:MARK. 
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St.  LUKE.  |  St.  JOHN. 


89—  9a.  Supplement  of  feveral  events  and  difcourfes, 
omitted  by  the  three  firft  Evangclifts,  which  took 
place  efpecially  at  Jerufalem,  and '  which  belong  to 
the  period  between  N°.  53.  and  N°.  88. 


89.  Ch  rift's  a&ions  and 
difcourfes  at  Jerufalem, 
at  a  feaft  of  tabernacles, 
VII.  i-X.  21. 

90;  Difcourfes  at  Jerufo* 
lem,  at  the  fcftival  of 
the  dedication  of  the 
temple,  X*  22-42. 

91.  Chrift  rai  fes  Lazaru* 
from  the  dead,  XL  1- 
52 


XVIII.  35.43. 


94.VifitsZaccheus,XIX. 
1-10.  - 


95.  Defcribes  in  a  parable 
the  Jews,  who  reje&ed 
him,  XIX.  11-27. 
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92.  Returns  to  Ephraim, 
XI.  54-57- 
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St.  MATTHEW.      |  St.  MARK. 

96.  Chrift  is  anointed  ai 
Bethany  by  Mary  :  he 
defends  this  a&ion 
againft  the  unjuft  cen- 
fure  of  his  difciples, 
particularly  of  Judas 
Ifcariot,  who  forms  the 
refolation  to  betray 
him,  XXVI.  6-13. 
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97.  Chrift*s  entry  into  Jc- 
rufalem,  XXI.  i-ik 

98.  He  goes,  as  Lord, 
into  the  temple,  and 
again  drives  out  the  fel- 
lers :  he  curfes  a  6g  tree, 
XXI.  12-22. 

99.  Anfwers  the  qucftiori 
by  what  power  he  does 
this,  XXI.  23-46. 
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1 00.  Parable  of  the  neg- 
lected feftival  of  a 
king,  XXII.  1-14. 

io  1.  Anfwer  to  the  quef- 
*    tibn  relative  to  tribute- 
money,  XXII.  15-21. 

loi.  Anfwers  to  the  ob- 
jection made  by  the 
3adducees  to  the  re- 
furredHon  of  the  dead, 
XXII.  22*33. 


XIV.  3-9. 


XI.  1-10. 


XI.  11-26. 


XI.  27 

xn.  12. 
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13-17- 

xn.  18-27. 
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XIX.  28-44. 


XIX.  49-48. 


XX.  1-19* 


XX.  20-26. 


&7-40< 


XIL  1 -to. 


XII.  9- 19^ 
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St.  MATTHEW. 


103.  Anfwer  to  the  ques- 
tion, Which  is  the 
great  commandment 
of  the  law  ?  XXII.  34- 

39- 

104.  The  queftion  pro- 
pofed,  Whofe  fbn  the 
Median  is  ?  XX  LI.  40- 

46. 

105.  Difcourfe  agairift  the 
Pharifecs,  XXIII.  en- 
tire. 


St.  MARK. 


XII.  28-34. 


Xfl.  35-38. 


XIL  39,  40, 


106.  Small  alms  offering 
of  a  widow  com- 
mended, XIL  41-44. 


107.  Prophecy  of  the  dc- 
ftru&ion  of  Jerufalem, 
XXIV.  entire. 

}o8.  Addition  to  the  pre- 
ceding prophecy,  found 
only  in  the  Gofpel  of 
St.  Matthew,  XXV. 
1-30. 

109.  Chrift  anfwers  the 
queftion  relative  to  the 
laft  judgement,  XXV. 
30-46. 


XIII.  entire* 
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St.  LUKE. 
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XX.  44-47. 


XXI.  1-5. 


XXI.  6-38'. 
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St.  J  0H&. 
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St.  H^TSHSa^. 


I  io.  After  the  preceding 
difcouries  were  ended, 
he  again  foretells  bis 
approaching  death, 
XXVI.  a. 
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113.  Judas  Ifcariot  pro- 

tnifes  to  hurray  C.hn^ 

and     receives     thirty 
pieces  of  filver,  XXVI. 


3-5.  14.-16. 


114.  Preparation  for  the 
feaft  of  the  paflbver, 
XXVI.  17-19. 
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XIV.  1  a- 16. 
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XXII.  1-5. 


XXII.  6-13. 
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St.  JOHN. 


in.  Of  the  Greeks  who 
wifhed  to  fee  Jefus: 
Chrift's  difcourfe  on 
this  occafion,  and  the 
anfwer  from  hetren,- 
XII.  20-36. 

112.  Difcourfe  on  the  in- 
fidelity* or*  the  J  ews^  •' 
after  the  performance 
of  fo  many  miracles, 

XII.  37-5°- 
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1 15,  Chrift,  before  he  cats 
the-feaftr  of  the  paf& 
over,  waflies  the  feet 
of  his  difciples,  XIII. 

1-20. 
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St.  MATTHEW- 


1 1 6.  He  fits  down  to  ta- 
bic, and  fpeaks  of  his 
betrayer,  XXVI.  20- 


118.   Inftitutes  the  Holy 
Supper,  XX  V^6~a  9. 


121.  Chrift  goes  into  the 
gardenefGcthfemane, 
and  foretels  tcf  Peter, 
that  he.  would  deny 
him,  XXVL  30-3$.- 
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St.  MARK. 

XIV.  17-21. 
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XIV.  22-25. 
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XIV.  26-31. 
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St.LUKE. 


XXII.  14. 


117.  Prefents  to  his  Apof- 
tles  the  cup  of  the 
paflbvcr:  his  difcourfe 
onthatoccafion,XXII. 
15—18. 


XXII.  10,  20.    s 

119.  After  fupper,  he 
fpeaks  again  of  his 
betrayer,  XXII.  21- 

1 20.  Another  difpute 
among  the  Apoftles, 
who  fliould  be  the 
greateft  in  the  king- 
dom of  God,  XXII. 
24-31. 


XXII.  3*-39- 


St.  JOHN. 


xin.  21-30. 
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122.  His  difcourfe  on  the 
way,  XIII.  3  i-X VII. 
26. 
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St.  MATTHEW. 


123.  Prayer  that  the  cup 
might  be  removed 
from  him,  XXVI.  36 
-46. 
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124.  Chrift  is  taken  into 
cuftody,  XXVI.  47. 

5*« 

125.  Brought  before  the 
Sanhedrim*  and  con- 
demned :  is  denied  by 
Peter,  XXVI.  57.75. 

126.  Chrift  k  led  before 
Pilate.  Judas  hangs 
himfelf,  XXVII.  1- 
10. 

127*  Chrift  i&  accufed  he- 
fore  Pilate,  XXVII. 

.  128.    Is   condemned    to 
death,    XXVII.    24- 

3i- 


129.     And   crucified, 
XXVII.  32-38. 


130.    Is   reviled  on    the 
crofs,. XXVII.  39r49' 
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St.  MARK. 


XIV.  34-42. 


XIV.  43-52. 


XIV.  53-72. 
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XV. 

2-14. 

XV. 

15-20. 

XV. 

21-28. 

XV. 

2.9-37. 
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St.  LUKE. 


XXn.  39-46. 


xxn.  47-53. 


xxn.  54-77. 


XXHL  1. 


XXIU.  2-32. 


xxin.  23-25. 


XXHL  26-35. 


xxm.  36-46. 


St.  JOHN. 


XVIH.  1-12. 


XVm.  13-28. 
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XIX.  13-16. 
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St.  MATTHEW-     I  St.  MARK. 


132.  Extraordinary  events 
at  the  death  of  Chrift, 
XXVIL  ao-54. 


XV.  38-41.. 


134.     Burial    of  Chrift; 
XXVIL  55-61. 

XV.  42-47. 

135.     Appointment  of  a 
guard  at  his  fepulchre, 

xxvn.  62.67. 

• 

/ 

1 3  6 .  The  women  purchafe 
fpices,  to  embalm  the 
body  of  Chrift  ♦,  XVI. 
1. 

.  *  This  account,  which  is  given  only  by  the  two  EvangeJiftSj  who 
were  not  eye-witnefles,  is  liable  to  fome  objedions.  See  my  Hiftory 
of  the  Rcfurrection. 
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St,  LUKE.;  \     .     SrsJOHN. 


131.  Supplement  of  feve- 
ral  fafts  not  recorded 
by  the  odier  Evang'e- 
lifts,  XIX.  26-30. 


xxin.  47-49- 


xxin.  50-56. 


xxra.  56. 
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133.  Chrift,  on  examina- 
tion of  the  crucified, 
is  found  to  be  already 
dead:  and  is  moreover 
pierced  in  the  fide 
with  a.    fpear,    XIX. 


31-37 


XIX.  38-40. 
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St.  MATTHEW. 

tyf.  Refurreaion  of 
Chrift,  and  the  firft 
accounts  of  it,  which 
arc    brought   by    the 

•  women,    XXVIII.    i- 

IX, 
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159.  The  guards  bring 
the     account    to    the 

•■  chief  pricfts,  and  air 
bribed  to  fay  that  the 
dijpiples  had—  -ftolen 
the     body,    XXV  III. 
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St,  MARK. 


XVL  a- 8. 


138.  -Further  attbunts  of 
it   brought    by   Mary 
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Ch/ift  alone,  and  is 
commanded  to  report 
it  to  the  Apoftles, 
XVI  9,  10, 11. 
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140.  ChFift^ews  himfelf 
alive  to  the  two  difci- 
ciples,  who  were  going 

-  to  £mmau5/  XVI.-X*, 
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141.  Chrift  (hews  himfelf 
to    ten  Apoftles,   and 

t  to  feventH  diftiplcs, 
who  were  witht  iihem, 
XVI.  14-18. 
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St.  JOHN. 


XXIV.  Ml. 


XXIV.  13-34. 


XXIV.  36-49. 


XX.  MO. 


XX.  11-18. 
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XX.  19-83. 
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St.  MATTHEW, 


144.  Christ  shews  himself 
in  Galilee  to  all  his 
disciples,  on  a  moun- 
tain, where  Christ  had 
appointed  them, 
XXVIII.  16-20. 


St.  MARK. 
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St.  LUKE. 


St.  JOHN. 

142.  Eight  days  after,  he 
shews  himself  to  the 
eleven  Apostles,  Tho- 
mas likewise  being 
then  present,  XX.  24- 
31. 

1 48.  Christ  shews  himself 
to  two  disciples  abd 
five  Apostles,  at  the 
sea  of  Tiberias,  Re- 
markable discourse  with 
Peter  and  John,  XXL 
entire. 
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SECTION  VIII. 

Of  two  very  actively  employed  Sabbaths  in  the  Life 
.  of  Christy  which  are  of  importance  in  settling  the 
Harmony  of  the  Gospels. 

*      *  * 

Two  very  actively  employed  days  in  the  Life  of  Christ, 
and  both  of  them  sabbath  days,  deserve  particular 
notice,  because  they  have  occasioned  the  greatest  diffi- 
culty in  arranging  the  Gospel  history  according  to  the 
order  of  time.  If  we  attend  to  the  express  determinations 
of  time,  which  Viave  been  given  by  one  or  more  of  the 
Evangelists,  and  their  accounts  are  perfectly  accurate, 
we  must  conclude  that  the  several  facts  arranged  N°. 
25 — 30,  happened  in  one  day:  as  also  those,  which 
are  arranged  under  N°.  33— -37.  To  assist  the  memory,  I 
will  give  names  to  those  days,  and  call  the  one  The  day 
of  the  sermon  on  the  mount  \  and  the  other  The  day  of 
the  sermon  in  parables  \  The  events,  which  took  place 
on  these  two  days  have  been  separated,  and  recorded 
some  in  one  place,  some  in  another:  an  arrangement, 
which,  though  we  cannot  call  it  erroneous,  as  the. Evan- 
gelists  did  not  engage  to  write  a  journal,  has  influence 
on  pur  determination  of  the  period  of  some  other  events. 
It  is  however  not  impossible,  that  the  actions  of  these 
two  days,  which  are  very  similar  to  each  other,  have  been 
confounded,  that  what  belongs  to  the  one  has  been  re- 
ferred to  the  other,  and  consequently  that  there  is  not 
only  an  apparent,  but  6ven  a  real  contradiction  id 
point  of  time,  between  St  Matthew  and  the  other 
Evangelists. 

I  will  first  examine  the  day  of  the  sermon  on  the 
Mount,  N°.  25—30.  Its  history  is  briefly  as  follows. 
On  the  eve  of  a  sabbath  day,  when  the  sabbath  was 
just  commenced,  Jesus  goes  into  a  synagogue  at  Caper- 
naum, delivers  a  discourse  of  the  same  import  with 
that  on  the  Mount1,  and  cures  a  demoniac:  he  then 
departs  out  of  the  city,  and  goes  up  into  a  mountain, 
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where  be  passes  the  whole  night  in  prayer :  on  the 
following  morning  he  chooses  his  Apostles,  and  delivers 
a  discourse  called  the  sermon  on  the  Mount,  in  which 
he  teaches  them  the  morality  which  they  were  to 
follow,  a  morality  directly  opposite  to  that  of  the  Pha- 
risees :  be  then  enters  again  into  Capernaum,  cures  a 
leper,  the  servant  of  a  centurion,  the  mother-in-law 
of  St  Peter,  and  when  the  sun  was  set,  and  the  sabbath 
therefore  ended,  several  other  sick  persons  which  were 
brought  to  him,  and  then  leaves  Capernaum.  The 
reasons,  why  I  believe  that  all  these  events  happened  in 
the  same  day,  are  the  following. 

1.  The  cure  of  the  demoniac,  Mark  i.  SI — 98.  Luke 
iv.  31 — 37*  and  of  St  Peter's  mother-in  law,  happened 
on  the  same  day,  as  appears  from  Mark  i.  29*  Luke 
i?.  38. 

2.  The  election  of  the  twelve  Apostles  took  place  on 
the  morning  6f  that  day,  on  which  the  sermon  on  the 
mount  was  delivered.     See  Luke  vi.  12 — 17. 

3.  That  the  sermon  on  the  mount  r$corcled  by  St 
Lake  is  no  other  than  that  recorded  by  St  Matthew, 
appears  from  the  events  which  immediately  follow  it 
Bath  Evangelists  relate  that  Jesus,  after  the  sermon  was 
ended,  went  into  Capernaum,  and  healed  the  servant 
of  a  centurion,  a  cure  attended  with  such  remarkable 
circumstances,  that  I  can  hardly  suppose  it  to  have 
happened  twice,  and  that  too  in  the  same  city. 

4.  The  cure  of  the  leper,  according  to  St  Matthew's 
account,  must  have  happened  between  the  sermon  on 
the  Mount  and  the  cure  of  the  centurion's  servant,  when 
Jesus  was  just  returned  into  Capernaum.  St  Mark  and 
St  Luke  relate  this  fact  on  a  totally  different  occasion, 
because  they  were  unacquainted  with  the  time,  and 
St  Luke  even  with  the  place r,  in  which  it  happened. 
The  whole  account  is  too  circumstantial  to  admit  the 
supposition,  that  the  same  cure,  with  all  its  concomitant 
circumstances,  took  place  more  than  once. 
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5.  It  is  evident  from  St- Matthew's  relation,  that  the 
cure  of  St  Peter's  mother-in-law  happened  on  the  dame 
day,  as  the  two  just  mentioned  miracles  ♦. 

6w  The  circumstance  mentioned  by  all  three  Evange- 
lists, that  several  sick  persons  were  brought  in  the  even- 
ing, and  after  sun-set,  to  the  house  where  Jesus  was, 
is  a  proof  that  the  day  in  question  was  a  sabbath  day. 
For  the  Jews,  on  account  of  their  over-strict  observ- 
ance of  the  sabbath,  would  not  permit  any  cure  to 
be  Exercised  on  that  day :  but  as  soon  as  the  sun  was 
est)  the  sabbath  was  ended,  and  then  they  could  bring 
their  sick  without  scruple  to  the  house  where  Jesus  was, 
and  likewise  St.  Peter's  mother  in  law  could  prepare  for 
him  a  repast. 

7»  That  Jesus  immediately  afterwards  left  Caper- 
naum, is  evident  from  the  accounts  of  all  the  three 
Evangelists. 

The  several  events,  which  happened  on  this  day, 
St  Luke,  as  appears  from  the  preceding  Table,  has  re- 
corded in  different  places,  because  lie  was  unacquainted 
with  the  time,  in  which  they  really  happened.  We 
cannot  therefore  say  that  St  Luke  was  mistaken,  for  he 
has  left  the  time  undetermined ;  yet  his  separation  of 
the  several  facts,  which  happened  on  the  same  day, 
as  attended  with  this  consequence,  that  he  has  related 
one  «id  the  same  fact,  the  departure  of  Christ  from 
Capernaum,  on  two  different  occasions,  namely  ch.  iv. 
4ft  after  the  tore  of  the  sick  persons,  who'  were  brought 
So  him  at  the  close  of  the  sabbath,  and  again  ch.  vii.  1 K 
efter  the  cure  of  the  centurion's  servant. 
.  Bat  there  is  one  circumstance,  in  which  the  three 
Evangelists  are  so  at  variance,  that  they  are  hardly  to 
he  reconciled  with  each  other.  Whoever  reads  the  ae- 
Coaot  given  by  St.  Matthew,  ch.  viii.  J  8— 87.  musfc 
conclude  that  Jesus,  on  quitting  Capernaum,  immedi- 
ately crosaed  the  sea,  where  he  calmed  Hie  tempest.  It 
is  true  that  ve&  16.  contains  no  e*  press  deteramiatieii 
of  time:  yet  every  reader  will  naturally  suppose,  that  it 
is  connected  with  the  preceding  verses,  and  that  what 
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is  related  v,  lftr-27.  immediately  followed  that  which 
is  recorded  v.  16,  17.  The  two  other  Evangelists*  on 
the  contrary,  relate  that  Jew*  op  quitting  Capernaum, 
went,  not  to  the  sea  si<fo  but  into  the  towns  and  vil- 
lage* of  Galilee:  and  according  to  St.  Luke,  cb.vit 
11.  ha  entered  on  the  folio  wing  day  into  Nain,  where 
he  restored  a  young  man  to  life,  I  own  that  the  dis+ 
tance  between  the  two  cities s  make*  this  last  account 
rather  improbable :  and  the  words  cv  ry  t£n«,  on  which 
the  supposition  that  Christ's  entry  into  Naio  was  on  the 
very  neat  day,  are  at  least  dubious,  for  many  mantir 
scripts  have,  cv  ry  t&ic*  that  is,  not  on  the  day  following* 
hut  on  a  time  fallowing.  Before  however  I  examine 
this  difficulty,  I  must  proceed  to  the  other  actively  em* 
ployed  sabbath* 

This  is  the  day  of  the  sermon  in  parables,  a  day 
replete  with  discourses  and  events,  and  on  which,  as  oq 
the  day  of  the  sermon  on  the  Mount,  Christ  at  last 
withdraws  himself  from  the  pressure  of  the  multitude. 
The  two  first  numbers,  N°.  33,  34,  follow  each  other 
in  all  three  Evangelists :  they  fall  likewise  on  a  sabbath, 
and  on  the  same  sabbath,  for  they  cannot  possibly  be 
separated,  The  third  number,  N°.  33,  St.  Matthew 
mutes  by  the  word  rori  eh,  xii,  2ft.  with  the  preceding 
N*.  44. ;  hut  the  two  other  Evangelists,  who  were  not 
eje*ritoesses,  separate  it,  and  introduce  it  in  another 
part,  though  without  any  determination  of  time,  This 
however  is  the  only  portion  of  the  history  up  question, 
which  oorid  be  separated  fflw  the  rest,  and  referred  to 
the  next  day,  in  which  c»se  N°.  33—37.  would  contain 
the  history  of  two  days  -*. 

To  return  to  N°.  3,5-  On  the  same  day,  on  which 
Jesus  had  east  out  a  devil,  and  the  thronging  of  (he 
nmltilwdn  had  allowed  hisof  not  sufficient  time  to  eat  *, 
a  Pharisee  invites  him7  to  dinner  \  But  if  Jesus  was  so 
engaged  on  this  day,  that  be  bad  not  had  tiiqe  to  eat, 
we  might  almost  conclude,  that  he  was  likewise  busily 
employed  tbe«evening  before,  a  okcumatence  fevourable 


*.., 


•  Mark  iii.  20.  '  Luke  xi.  37. 
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to  the  opinion,  that  N*.  34,  35,  36,  hang  together8. 
Ajk?**?  I  take  in  the  literal  sense  of  the  word,  and  un- 
derstand it  of  dinner  (at  ten  in  the  morning)  9,  because 
so  many  events  afterwards  happened  on  this  very  day* 
For  not  only  the  long  discourse  recorded  by  St.  Luke, 
cb.  xu  xii.,  and  the  assembling  of  the  multitude  before 
the  house  ch;  xii.  1.,  but  likewise  the  sermon  in  para* 
bles 10  N°.  37.  certainly  took  place  on  the  same  day, 
that  Jesus  had  cast  out  the  devil,  and  had  been  sought 
by  his  mother,  for  Matth.  xiii.  1.  begins  with  tv  ucecvp 
rf  *pcp£ .  St  Mark  likewise  unites  these  events,  though 
he  has  not  so  expressly  determined  the  day* 

The  history  of  the  day  of  the  sermon  in  parables  is 
therefore  the  following.  On  Friday  afternoon,  when, 
according  to  the  tenets  of  the  Jews,  the  sabbath  com* 
mences,  that  is,  as  St  Luke  expresses  it,  <ra€£ar?  Sevrc- 
oowpwnp  u,  Jesus  goes  with  his  disciples  from  the  country 
into  the  city  of  Capernaum :  and  the  disciples  being 
hungry  on  the  way,  they  pluck  out  ears  of  corn,  which 
is  censured  by  the  Pharisees,  but  justified  by  Jesus. 
When  he  was  arrived  at  Capernaum,  and  the  sabbath 
day  itself  had  actually  commenced,  or  as  St  Luke  ex* 
presses  it,  ch.  vi.  6.  *v  crcpy  tfaC€ary "  in  opposition  to 
<ra©6aTy  Scvrcpoirpcary,  he  entered  into  the  synagogue, 
where  there  was  a  man,  whose  right  band  was  withered. 
Here  the  scribes  and  Pharisees  endeavoured  to  ensnare 
him,  by  proposing  to  him  the  question,  whether  it  was 
lawful  to  perform  cures  on  the  sabbeth  day :  intending, 
if  he  answered  in  the  negative,  to  accuse  him  of  being 
an  impostor  and  unable  to  perform  miracles  without 
pre-concerted  measures  with  the  sick,  and,  if  he  an- 
swered in  the  affirmative,  to  charge  him  with  a  violation 
of  the  sabbath.  Jesus  in  a  very  extraordinary  manner 
evaded  their  artifices,  and  restored  the  sick  man  without 
any  one's  being  able  to  accuse  btm  of  a  breach  of  the 
sabbath*  A  dumb  and  blind  demoniac  is  then  brought 
to  him,  probably  on  the  following  morning,  the  sabbath 
still  continuing ;  he  cures  the  demoniac  and  is  accused 
by  some  of  the  Pharisees  of  driving  out  devils  by  the 
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assistance  of  Beelzebub 13,  while  others  require  a  sign 
from, heaven,  as  a  proof  of  the  authority  by  which  he 
acted.  To  each  he  gives  a  proper  answer.  In.  the 
mean  time  his  mother  and  his  brethren  seek  for  him, 
with  a  design  of  conducting  him  home,  as  to  a  place  of 
security,  not  because  they  supposed  he  stood  in  connec? 
tion  with  evil  spirits,  but  because  they  apprehended  be 
had  lost  his  understanding ;  but  Jesus,  who  is  surrounded 
by  the  multitude,  instead  of  inviting  them  in,  when  in* 
formed  that  they  stood  without,  replies,  that '  whosoever 
does  the .  will  of  bis  Father  which  is  in  heaven*  is  his 
brother,  and  sister,  and  mother/  A  Pharisee  invites  him 
to  dinner,  and  Jesus  accepts  the  invitation :  but  a  dispute 
arises  at  table,  in  consequence  of  Jesus  having  neglected 
to  wash  his  hands.  An  innumerable  multitude  in  the 
mean  time  assembles  before  the  door,  when  Jesus  deli* 
vers  a  discourse,  related  Luke  xii.  1 — 12.  He  then 
goes  from  the  house  of  the  Pharisee  to  the  lake  of  Gen- 
nesaret,  the  multitude  follows  him :  in  order  therefore 
to  be  better  seen  and  heard/  he  enters  into  a  ship,  and 
preaches  in  parables :  N°.  37.  An  explanation  of  these 
parables  he  gives  at  the  request  of  his  disciples,  after  he 
was  returned  home.  Immediately  after  tbe  sermon  he 
crosses  the  lake  of  Gennesaret  N°.  38. 

As  this  sermon  is  recorded  by  St.  Mark  immediately 
before  his  account  of  the  storm,  which  Jesus  calmed, 
bat  is  related  by  St  Matthew  long  after  his  description 
of  the  storm,  it  has  been  supposed  by  several  harmonists 
that  Jesus  held  this  sermon  twice.  It  is  true  that  this 
supposition  contains  in  itself  nothing  either  incredible, 
or  even  improbable :  yet  I  tbink  that  there  are  sufficient 
lessons  for  believing  in  tbe  present  instance,  that  both 
Evangelists  mean  one  and  the  same  sermon,  delivered 
on  one  and  the  same  day.  For  St.  Matthew  and  St 
Luke  agree  in  the  relation  of  several  very  particular,  cir- 
cumstances immediately  preceding  it,  and  which  I  can 
hardly  suppose  to  have  happened  twice ;  namely,  the 
accusation  that  Jesus  cured  demoniacs  by  the  assistance 
of  Beelzebub,  bis  reply  to  this  accusation,  and  thirdly, 
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bit  singular  answer  to  those  who  informed  him  that  his 
mother  and  his  brethren  were  in  seareh  of  him.  Fufw 
tber,  what  is  still  more  decisive,  the  disciples  would 
hardly  have  asked  Jesus  at  two  different  times  for  an 
explanation  of  the  parable  of  the  seed  sown  on  different 
kinds  of  land :  for  when  be  had  once  given  the  expla* 
nation,  there  could  be  no  necessity  for  asking  it  a  second 
time.  That  they  had  forgotten  it,  and  that  Jesus  was 
obliged  again  to  explain  to  them  so  easy  a  parable,  is  a 
supposition  almost  incredible :  but,  if  we  admit  the  fact, 
still  Jesus  would  not  have  answered  them,  '  To  you  it 
is  given  to  know  the  mysteries  of  the  kingdom  of  God/ 
but  on  the  contrary  would  have  given  them  a  reproof 
like  the  following.  '  To  you  is  not  given  to  know  the 
mysteries  of  the  kingdom  of  God ;  for  he  who  retains 
not  that,  which  has  been  given,  deserves  not  to  receive 
more/ 

Whoever  examines  the  preceding  harmonic  table  of 
the  Gospels,  will  perceive,  that  on  the  two  days,  of 
which  I  have  just  examined  the  history,  depends  the 
arrangement  of  many  facts,  which  happened  either  oo 
or  near  to  one  of  these  two  days,  and  which  the  Evan* 
gelists  have  related,  one  at  one  period,  another  at  ano- 
ther. Now  these  two  days  might  be  very  easily  con- 
founded, as  they  are  in  many  respects  similar  to  each 
other :  the  scene  of  action  is  on  both  days  in  Capernaum, 
on  both  days  Jesus  leaves  the  city  in  the  evening,  en 
both  days  be  performs  miracles  and  delivers  discourses, 
bod*  are  sabbath  days,  and  on  each  he  is  accused  of  a 
violation  of  the  sabbath.  Two  such  days  as  these  might 
be  very  easily  exchanged  by  any  one,  who  had  not  kept 
a  regular  journal,  and  who  wrote  merely  from  memory* 
The  question  to  be  asked  therefore  is :  Has  any  such 
exchange  taken  place  in  the  present  instance?  According 
to  St  Mark,  cb.  iv.  35—41*  and  St  Luke,  ch.  via. 
fUL  Jesus  crossed  the  sea,  when  he  was  exposed  to 
a  severe  storm,  on  the  second  day  M :  but  according  to 
St  Matthew,  the  storm  happened  on  the  day  after  the 
sermon  on  the  mount,  when,  aoooiding  to  St  Mark 
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and  St  Luke,  Jesus  went  westward  on  the  land  side. 
Which  of  the  Evangelists  are  we  then  to  follow  ?  We 
may  abide  by  the  relation  of  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke, 
without  necessarily  supposing  that  St  Matthew  was 
mistaken,  and  therefore  that  he  was  not  inspired ;  for 
he  has  not  positively  determined  the  time,  bat  says  only, 
ch.  viii.  18.  4  When  Jesus  saw  great  multitudes  about 
him,  he  gave  commandment  to  depart  to  the  other 
aide.9  Yet  on  the  other  hand  it  is  difficult,  after  having 
read  ver.  14—17.  to  suppose  on  coming  to  ver.  IS. 
that  the  writer  could  have  any  other  intention!  than 
to  connect  the  subsequent  with  the  preceding  relation, 
and  to  describe  the  passage  across  the  sea,  as  having 
happened  on  the  day  after  the  sermon  on  the  mount  *\ 
Further  on  the  day  after  the  sermon  in  parables,  St 
Matthew  makes  no  mention  of  any  passage  across  the 
sea,  but  says  only,  ch.  x«t.  69.  '  That  when  Jesus  had 
finished  these  parables  he  departed  thence/ 

The  determination  of  the  difficulties,  which  I  have 
stated  in  this  section,  has  very  material  influence  on  our 
arrangement  of  the  facts  recorded  by  the  Evangelists, 
as  many  a  harmonist  has  severely  felt,  without  being 
conscious  perhaps  of  the  real  cause,  which  produced 
the  perplexity.  Which  of  the  Evangelists  we  ought  to 
follow  1  am  really  enable  to  determine :  for  though  St. 
Matthew  has  in  general  the  advantage  over  St.  Mark 
and  St  Luke,  in  being  eye-witness  to  the  facts  which 
he  records,  yet  the  present  instance  makes  an  exception. 
For  St  Matthew  by  his  own  account  *  was  not  called 
from  the  receipt  of  custom,  and  therefore  was  not  be- 
come an  attendant  on  Jesus,  till  after  Jesus  was  again 
returned  to  Capernaum.  Nor  is  this  a  contradiction  to 
the  account  given  N*»  86.  from  wfaieh  it  appears  that 
the  twelve  Apostles,  among  whom  St  Matthew  as  men- 
tioned by  name,  were  chosen  on  the  morning  of  that 
Ay,  on  which  Jeeus  held  the  sermon  on  the  mount 
St  Matthew  might  have  been  nominated  an  Apostle, 

*  Ch.  k.  1— & 
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and  yet  not  instantly  abandon  his  occupatipn  as  receiver 
of  tribute :  the  sermon  on  the  mount  was  delivered  on 
a  sabbath  day,  on  which  the  receivers  of  tribute  were 
disengaged,  but  on  the  following  morning  he  returned 
to  his  duty  at  the, house  of  custom,  whence  Jesus  now 
invited  him  to  be  his  constant  attendant  Besides, 
even  an  eye-witness,  who  relates  from  memory  events, 
which  happened  several  years  before,  may  easily  ex* 
change  two  days, .  which  are  similar  to  each  other.— In 
this  instance  therefore  I  have  followed  St  Mark  and 
St  Luke,  because  they  make  a  majority  of  evidence, 
and  because  they  have  in  fact  determined  the  time  l6» 
A .  further  examination  of  the  two  days,  which  I  have 
considered  in  this  section,  would  perhaps  throw  more 
light  on  what  is  called  the  Harmony  of  the  Gospels. 


CHAPTER  III. 

OF  THE  CAUSE,  WHY  ST.  MATTHEW  AND  ST.  MARK, 
AND  ALSO  ST.  MARK  AND  ST*  LUKE,  HAVE  IN 
SEVERAL  INSTANCES  A  REMARKABLE  VERBAL 
HARMONY,  THOUGH  THE  ONE  DID  NOT  COPT 
FROM  THE  WRITINGS  OF  THE  OTHER. 

I  have  already  observed  that  the  three  first  Evan- 
gelists appear  not  to  have  read  each  other's  writings, 
.not  even  St  Mark  the  Gospel  of  St  Matthew :  of  which 
4be  apparent  contradictions,  and,  in  respect  to  the 
Gospels  of  St  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  in  particular, 
<  their  very  great  disagreement  in  the  arrangement  of  the 
.recorded  facts,  afford  sufficient  proof. 

Yet,  on  the  other  hand,  these  three  Evangelists  agree 
sometimes  in  the  very  same  expressions,  and  in  such  a 
.manner  as  we  seldom  find  in  the  writings  of  independent 
and  unconnected  historians.  If  this  agreement  was 
observable  only  in  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St 
Mark,  it  might  be  explained  on  the  commonly  received 
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opinion  that  St.  Mark  bad  read  the  Gospel  of  St  Mat- 
thew. But  when  the  same  expression,  and  that  even 
a  harsh  Hebraism,  is  used  likewise  by  St  Luke,  who 
was  able  to  write  pure  Greek,  this  agreement  in  words, 
which  is  sometimes  visible  even  where  there  is  an  appa- 
rent contradiction  in  facts,  must  be  owing  to  some  other 
cause,  which  merits  particular  investigation  l. 
The  following  may  serve  as  examples.     Mark  i.  4. 

Luke  ill.  3.  Kqpwrtrwv  (iavriafia  /ucravotac  etc  «^«<nv 
apapriuv.— Matth.  iii.  13.  Luke  iii.  17*  Ov  to  irrvov  cv 
vf  \hp%  ovt8,  *<u  h\aKa6aoiu  rr\v  aXwva  avrs,  #c<u  awa^u  top 
mrov(avr»)  etc  rifv  airoOi|iti|v  (aw*),  to  St  ay^ypov  Jtarajrawm 

wvpi  aajfecy.  Here  the  harsh  Hebraism  &  «v  >p  x€cP*  aVT8 
is  worthy  of  notice8.-— Matth.  iv.  5.  Luke  iv.  9. 
mpvytov,  a  very  unusual  word,  peculiar  to  the  Egyptian 
Greek  dialect,  and  of  which  no  commentator  has  given 
an  accurately  philological  explanation.— Mark  v.  22. 
it  1*12.  and  Luke  viii.  41.  v.  17-26.  are  remark- 
able, not  only  for  the  similarity  of  expressions  used  in 
these  passages,  but  likewise  for  the  separation  of  two 
events,  which  in  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew  are  con- 
nected with  each  other 3.— Matth.  vi.  11.  Luke  xi.  3. 
cramoc,  a  word,  which,  according  to  Origen 4,  •  no 
Greek  writer  had  ever  used  before  the  Evangelists; 
The  agreement  however  in  respect  to  cirimrio?  may  be 
explained  on  the  supposition,  that  this  word  was  already 
in  use  among  the  early  Christians  in  the  Lord's  Prayer, 
at  the  time  when  St  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  wrote  their 
Gospels. — Matth.  viii.  2-4.  Mark  i.  40-45.  Luke  v. 
12-16. — Mattb.  xvi  24.  Majk  viii.  34.  Luke  ix.  23. 
In  this  last  example  it  is  remarkable  that  all  the  three 
Evangelists  agree  in  using  the  Svriac  phrase  o*»i<w  ps 
iXflbcr  59  instead  of  the  common  Greek  word  ajcoAsOctv  *• 
—Mark  xii.  41,  42.  Luke  xxi.  1,  2.  yago^vAaxcov  and 
Xnrrov,  the  former  of  which  is  taken  by  these  two  Evan- 
gelists in  an  unusual  sense 7. — Mark  xiv.  12-16.  Luke 
xxi.  7*13. — Mark  xiv.  54.  Luke  xxii.  56.  *-poc  ro  $&>?  *. 
-—Mattb.  xx viii.  1.  Luke  xxiii.  54.  tm^wtK^  a  harsh 
Syriasm  explained  above,  Vol.  I.  ch.  iv.  §  5. 
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This  remarkable  verbal  agreement  I  am  unable  tq 
explain  on  any  other  than  the  following  hypothesis* 
Before  the  three  first  Gospels  were  written,  or  at  least, 
before  St*  Matthew's  Gospel  had  been  translated  into 
Greek,  there  existed  several  apocryphal  Gospels,  to 
which  St.  Luke  alludes  in  his  preface,  and  pf  which  it 
was  his  object  to  correct  the  inaccuracies.  But  when 
the  accounts,  which  they  contained,  were  accurate,  St. 
Luke,  as  well  as  St.  Mark  and  the  translator  of  St. 
Matthew,  abided  by  the  expressions*  which  they  found, 
as  they  were  regardless  of  the  ornaitoents  of  style.  It 
is  likewise  possible  that  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  followed 
these  early  accounts  in  the  arrangement  of  the  recorded 
facts,  and  that  hence  arose  the  deviation  from  St.  Mat- 
thew's order,  which  has  occasioned  so  much  perplexity 
to  the  harmonists. 

Another  argument  for  the  opinion  that  the  Evange- 
lists made  use  of  written  documents  is,  that  St,  Luke, 
who  when  left  to  himself  was  able  to  write  good  Greek, 
has  sometimes  in  his  Gospel  such  harsh  Hebraisms,  as 
he  would  hardly  have  used,  unless  he  had  drawn  from 
written  documents.    I  will  mention  a  few  examples, 
Cb.  i.  40.  ayiov  tq   ovofm  aurs,  if  it  is  equivalent  to 
•  a-yiov  ro  ovo/Lta  uwe 9,  is  a  harsh  Hebraism.— Of  cXgoc, 
ver.  so.  64,  58.  72.  I  have  already  treated,  Vol.  I. 
cb.  iv.  sect.  7* — Eironiac  xparoc,  ver.  6 1.  is  exactly  de- 
rived from  the  Hebrew  *?*n  ntWf 10,  res  magna*  gessit, 
vicit — Mwioftwfti  cXe*c»  ......  ry  Afipampi,  ver.  54,  66.  is 

the  same  Hebraism  as  we  find  in  the  Septuagint,  Psalm 
xcviii.  S.  tpvtfcrfti  re  tXtec  ovrs  rif  Iac*>£,  and  realm  cxix. 

4fl«  pivtiofhri  rw  XoywvirfTy  SsX^idret— v.  76*  vpo  irpouwire 

*•  jcqptt11,  and  v,  79-  **«*  Savors18  are  manifest  Hebra- 

iseos.— Ch.  viL   SI .  cfepatrawt  moXAtc  air©— 7«wy*i»»  *  18 

an  harsh  expression,  which  no  where  occurs  in  the  Near 
Testament,  except  in  the  present  instance,  and  at  Mark 
iii.  10.  v.  29.  34.     Homer  indeed,  in  describing  a  dk* 

» 

*  M»rt{  b  the  common  literal  translation,  in  the  Septuagint,  of 
M3 »». 
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order  with  which  the  Greeks  were  afflicted,  says,  they 
were  lashed  with  Jupiter's  scourge13;  but  Homer  had 
here  the  image  of  a  scourge  before  his  eyes,  and  wrote 
in  allegory,  whereas  a  writer  who  literally  calls  a  disease 
a  scourge,  and  uses  such  expressions  as  4  to  be  afflicted 
with  a  scourge/  '  to  be  cured  of  a  scourge/  no  longer 
thinks  on  the  original  meaning  of  pa?c£.  Pure  Greek 
writers  never  applied  the  word  in  this  manner.*— Ch.  ix. 
51-53,  vpoamrov  disharmoniously  occurs  not  less  than 
three  times,  where  a  pure  Greek  writer  would  not  have 
used  it  even  once.  In  the  second  instance,  *po  wpoaw** 
flvr»  is  a  common  Hebraism  " :  in  the  second  and  third 
instguices,  r*  #potf*Mrov  <tor*  **npi%i  ta  woptatariiai  uq  I«jm* 

oaXryij  Bud  to  irporfaMrov  aut*  »jV  trtptw/Mcirtv  tif  hp*r*Aityt 

are  leas  common  Hebraisms,  of  which  we  find  examples 
in  £  Kings  xii.  17*  Jerem.  xlii.  15.  8  Chroa  xaxii. 
£  ^— Luke  xiw  8*  oe  av  ofioXoywu  cv  spot,  and  *  woe  ts 
mvOp&ws  ofjLo\oyti<Tu  cv  avT8t  a  Syriasm,  which  I  have 
already  explained y,— Luke  xiii.  16.  t&  m  the  w&ito  of 
jam,  is  a  Syriasm  borrowed  from  j^17,  of  which  I 

recollect  no  other  instance  in  the  whole  New  Testa- 
ment*. 

'  See  VoL  I.  ch.  iv.  sect.  5. 

*  Unless  Luke  xiii.  Y.  is  to  be  considered  as  another  instance.  In 
the  Sqptuagint  is  an  example  at  Deut,  18  viii,  4. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

•  * 

OF   ST.    MATTHEW'8    GOSPEL* 

SECTION  I. 

.Account  of  St.  Matthew*  and  of  the  time  when  lie  wrote 

his  GospeL 

St.  Matthew  is  said  to  have  written  bis  Gospel 
before  the  other  three  Evangelists*.     His  name  ii* 

Hebrew  is  V?9  contracted  from  V?£9,  and  not  !"CJ?Wi 
which  in  Greek  would  be  expressed  by  Marfcuc  x.  His 
.profession  and  call  to  the  apostolic  office  he  himself  re- 
lates, ch.  ix.  9. :  and  by  his  long  attendance  on  Christ 
he  was  enabled  to  communicate  accounts  on  which  we 
can  depend 

It  has  been  the  common  opinion,  and  I  acceded  to 
it  in  the  first  edition  of  this  IntroductiQn,  that  St. 
.  Matthew  was  named  likewise  Levi,  and  that  he  was 

*  I  purposely  let  this  sentence  remain  doubtful,  as  I  wrote  it  in 
the  second  edition  of  this  Introduction,  at  a  time  when  the  assertion 
that  St.  Matthew  really  composed  his  Gospel*  before  the  other  three 
Evangelists,  which  I  made  in  the  first  edition,  began  to  appear  to  me 
uncertain.  Soon  after  the  second  edition  appeared,  Dr.  Buschmg 
published  his  Harmony  of  the  Four  Gospels,  in  which  he  asserted, 
p.  97,  that  St.  Luke  wrote  before  St.  Matthew  :  and  not  observing 
that  I  had  already  begun  to  waver  in  my  former  opinion,  requested 
me  to  favour  him  with  my  sentiments  in  regard  to  his  own.  To  this 
I  answer  that  I  am  so  far  of  his  opinion  at  present,  as  to  believe,  that 
when  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel,  he  knew  nothing  of  a  Gospel  written 
by  St.  Matthew,  at  least  not  of  a  Greek  Gospel,  such  as  Theophilus 
could  read :  for  Ch.  i.  1—4.  he  speaks  of  the  Gospels,  which  then 
existed,  as  Gospels  written  by  persons,  who  were  not  eye-witnciios, 
and  whose  accounts  therefore  stood  in  need  of  that  correction  which 
he  gave  them,  by  tracing  up  every  relation  to  its  first  source.  But 
as  I  believe  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel  in  Hebrew,  I  am  not 
certain  that  the  original  was  not  in  existence,  when  St.  Luke  wrote 
his  Gospel :  I  will  only  affirm  that  the  translation  had  not  then  been 
made.  That  St.  Mark  wrote  later  than  St.  Luke  I  have  no  doubt, 
of  which  I  shall  assign  the  reasons  hereafter. 
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the  son  of  Alphseus,  because  St.  Mark,  ch.  ii.  14.  relates 
the  call  of  Levi,  a  receiver  of  tribute  and  son  of  Al- 
phseus,  and  St.  Luke,  ch.  v.  27.  relates  also  the  call  of 
Levi,  both  with  the  same  circumstances,  and  nearly  in 
the  same  words,  as  St.  Matthew  relates  his  own  call. 
Grotius  in  one  of  his  Notes  to  Matth.  ix.  contradicts 
this  opinion :  and  Theodore  Hase  had  published  in  the 
fifth  volume  of  the  Bibliotheca  Bremensis  a  treatise  en- 
titled, Disquisitio  de  Levi  a  Christoad  apostolatum  vo- 
cato,  in  which  he  has  endeavoured  to  shew,  that  Levi, 
mentioned  by  St  Mark,  is  not  St.  Matthew,  but  the 
apostle  Lebbeus.  Heumann  in  his  Exposition  of  St. 
Mark's  Gospel  has  adopted  the  same  sentiments, '  and 
supported  them  by  new  arguments :  Lardner  on  the 
contrary,  in  the  third  volume  of  his  Supplements  to  the 
Credibility  of  the  Gospel  History,  p.  317*323,  has  en- 
deavoured to  confute  the  opinion  maintained  by  Theo- 
dore Hase.  After  haying  weighed  the  arguments  on 
"both  sides,  I  am  inclined  to  entertain  the  following 
opinion,  which  is  a  medium  between  both,  and  which 
Grotius  himself  adopted. 

The  accounts  which  are  given  by  St.  Matthew, 
ch.  ix*  9.  by  St.  Mark,  ch.  ii.  14.  and  by  St.  Luke, 
ch.  v.  27.  contain,  as  to  the  main  point,  a  relation  of 
one  and  the  same  transaction,  as  must  be  evident  to 
every  one  who  compares  Matth.  ix.  1-1 7.  Mark  ii. 
1-2S.  Luke  v.  17-39*  and  examines  the  whole  con- 
nection 8.  But  it  is  not  therefore  a  necessary  consequence 
that  St.  Matthew  and  Levi  were  one  and  the  same  per- 
son, since  it  is  at  least  possible,  that  two  receivers  of 
tribute  were  called  on  the  same  day,  and  even  from  the 
same  tribute  house s.  One  of  them  was  St.  Matthew  ; 
and,  as  it  was  of  more  importance  to  the  readers  of 
St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  to  be  informed  of  the  call  of  its 
author  to  the  apostleship,  than  of  the  call  of  Levi, 
especially  if  Levi  was  not  called  to  be  an  apostle,  it  is 
easy  to  conceive  the  reason,  why  St.  Matthew  mentioned 
only  his  own  catl,  and  was  silent  in  respect  to  that  of 
Levi.    St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  on  the  contrary,   might 

vol.  in.  g  * 
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without  impropriety  be  sileqt  in  respect  to  St  Matthew, 
and  mention  only  the  Call  of  Levi,  partly  because  Levi, 
W  beipg  the  son  of  Alphteus,  was  related  to  Christ4,  and 

[terhaps  through  this  relatipnsbip  pcpasiowd  the  cftl) 
ikewise  pf  St  Matthew  ;  and  partly,  hecause  perhaps 
Levi  was.  the  principal,  and  St  M&ttbew  only  ap  ior 
ferior  person  at  the  tribute-house,  a  supposition,  which 
19  pot  improbable,  as  St  Mark  expressly  relates  that  the 
entertainment,  which  was  giveq  |o  Jqsus  on  this  pcca* 
sion;  was  in  the  house  of  Levi,  apd  St  Luke  describes 
also  Levi  as  the  master  of  the  feast :  whereas  St.  Mat* 
thew,  after  having  related  his  owp  call,  does  not  say 
that  the  entertainment  was  given  in  his  house,  bpt  sayp 
only,  '  as  Jesus  sat  at  meat  in  th$  houqe  V 

My  reasons  for  believing  that  St.  IVfatthqw  and  Levi 
were  different  persons,  notwithstanding  both  were  tax- 
gatherer^,  and  both  were  called  at  the  same  time,  are  the 
following. 

1 .  In  the  catalogue  of  the  twelve  Apostles*  St.  Mark  * 
pud  St  Luke c  ascribe  to  our  Evangelist  no  other  panic 
than  that  of  Matthew.  Is  it  credible  then,  that  in  de» 
scribing  his  call  to  the  apostleship,  they  should  both 
have  agreed  in  naming  him  Levi,  and  have  thus  pcca* 
sioned  an  unnecessary  confusion  to  the  reader 6  ?— The 

v  ?ame  argument  operates  likewise  pgainst  the  opinion* 
that  Levi  is  the  same  person  as  Lebb£<4S. 

2,  The  90ns  of  Alphaeus,  at  least  of  that  Alphteua, 
with  whom  we  are  acquainted  in  the  New  Testament \ 
were  near  relations  of  Jesup,  for  their  mother,,  whose 
name  was  likewise  Mary,  was  sister  to  Jesps's  mother* 
*fhey  were  James,  Joses,  Simon  and  Judas,  and  they 
are  mentioned  Matth.  xiii.  55.  and  there  called  brethren 
of  Christ8.  One  of  them,  namely  James,  is  expressly 
called  fbe  son  of  Alphaeus,  Matth.  x.  S.  Mark  iii,  18> 
Luke  vi.  15. :  aqd  of  their  mother  we  find  an  account 
Mqtth.  xxvii.  56.  tylark  xy.  40.  If  St.  Matthew 
therefore  was  a  sou  of  the  sarpe  Alphaeus,  he  was  a  near 
relation  of  Jesus 9.  But  of  this  relationship  we  no  where 

b  Ch.  iii.  18.  *  Ch.  vi.  15. 
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find  the  smallest  trace :  and  at  the  principal  passage  d, 
where  St.  Matthew  names  the  relations  of  Christ,  he  is 
silent  in  respect  to  himself*. 

But*  though  I  believe  that  Levi  and  St  Matthew 
were  not  the  same  person,  1  $hall  not  attempt  to  discover 
which  of  the  twelve  ^Apostles  Levi  really  was.  I  see 
■o  necessity  for  supposing  that  Levi  was. an  Apostle  at 
all :  at  least  the  command,  which  he  received  to  follow 
Christ,  does  not  necessarily  itqply  that  bq  was  admitted 
into  the  number  of  the.  twelve,  since  Christ  selected 
seventy  disciples,  in  addition  U>  the  twelve  Apostles  "• 

We  know,  therefore,  very  little  of  St«  Matthew,  before 
Us  call  to  the.  Apostleahip, .  and  are  unacquainted  even 
with  the  name  of  his  father*  The  accounts,  which  are 
given  of  his  death,  are  likewise  attended  with  groat 
uncertainty, .  and  it  is. a  matter  of, doubt,  whether  he 
died  naturally,  or  suffered  martyrdom  "•  But  since  we 
know  for  certain  that  he  was  ao  Apostle  of  Christ,  this 
single  circumstance  is  sufficient  to  prove  both  the  cre- 
dibility and  inspiration  of  his  GospeL 

4  Ck.  xiii.  55. 

•  Te  the  preceding  arguments  I  added,  in  the  second  edition,  the 
following.  That  St.  Matthew  was  a  son  of  Alpheus,  and  conse- 
quently brother  of  St.  James,  is  likewise  improbable  from  the  manner 
m  which  St.  Matthew  mentions  himself  in  the  Hst  of  the  Apostles, 
ch.  x.  8.  He  writes  thus:  *  Thomas,  and  Matthew  the  tax-gatherer  ; 
James  the  son  of  Alphaeus,  and  Lebbeus  surnamedThaddaeus.'  Now 
if  St.  Matthew  as  well  as  St.  James,  had  been  a  son  of  Alphaeus,  he 
would  sorely  not  have  neglected  to  mention  it :  and  he  would  hare 
u  *  Matthew  the  tax-gatherer,  son  of  Alpheus,  James  his  bro- 
and,'  Ac.— This  argument  may  be  applied  with  not  less  force 
*  the  identity  pf  Levi  and  Lebbeus.  For  if  they  had  been  one 
mA  the  same  person,  St.  Matthew  would  .have  written.  '  James 
tfte  son  of  Alpnsus,  and  Lebbteus  his  brother,  who  was  surnamed 
Tfcaddasus :'  especially  *s  St.  James  and  Thaddaus  stand  in  the 
sue  pair,  which  is  not  the  case  with  St.  James  and  St.  Matthew. 

This  objection  I  omit  at  present,  because  Lebbeus  was  certainly 
brother  of  James,  though  it  did  not  occur  to  me  that  he  was  *o, 
wbm  I  mde  the  objection*  But  I  b^ve  thought  nroper  to  print  it 
in  a  note,  as  a  caution  to  others,  Jest  any  one  should  hit  on  the  same 
argument,  and  suppose  it  to  be  valid  i°. 

O  2 


100  o*  st.  Matthew's  gospel,        chat*  iv 

m 

The  year  likewise  in  which  St.  Matthew  wrote  his 
Gospel,  cannot  be  determined  with  certarrity.  Ancient 
testimonies  contradict  ancient  testimonies  on  this  sub- 
ject. Theophylact  apd  Eiithymius/  who  lived  in  the  ele- 
'Venth  and  twelfth  cfenturies,  contend  that  St.  Matthew^ 
Gospel  was  written  in  the  year  of  Christ  41  u,  which 
makes  it  the  most  ancient  of  all  the  books  of  the  New 
Testament.  The  same  is' asserted  inmost  of  the  sub* 
scriptions  to  this  Gospel,  and  likewise:  fa*  a  life  of  Sfe 
Matthew,  written  in  Arabic  ".  Eusebios  however*  to 
whom  appeal  has  been  mhde  in  support  of  this  opinion* 
'has  not  advanced  it15.  Nicephor us  relates  that  it  was 
1  written  fifteen  years  after  the' ascension,  but  Ireaaeus 
'says  that  '  St.  Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel,  at  the  .'time* 
when  St.  Paul  and  St*  Peter  were  preaching  At  Rome  ^ 
'which  according  to  some  critics0'  was  in  the  year  6 1, 
though  it  really  must  have  been  much  later.  .For  fur- 
ther information  on  this  subject,  1 1  refer  the  reader  to 
Lardner's  Supplements  to  the  Credibility  of  the  Gospel 
History,  Vol.  I.  p.  95.  and  following  pages.    . 

In  a  case  therefore  where  our  historical  accounts  are 
so  contradictory,  it.  is  the. safest  method  to  make  no 
positive  aifirmation  whatsoever.4  Arguments  a  priori 
can*never  decide  on  a  question,  which  merely  relates  to 
a  matter  of  fact :  and  after  the  reasons,  which  have, 
been  assigned  bv  Masch h,  and  Lahlner,  we  are  left  m 
the  same  state  of  uncertainty,  as  before.  Both  of  these 
writers  delivered  their  opinions  independently  of  each 
other  \  and  the  latter  endeavours  to  prove  by  arguments 
a  priori,  that  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  was  written  above: 
thirty  years  after  the  ascension,  whereasf  the  former  has* 
attempted  to  shew  by  a  similar  mode  of  reasoning,  that 
it  was  written  at  a  much  earlier  period.     Dr.  Masch 

'  Adv.  Haeres.  Lib.  III.  Cap,  I. 
*  SeeMilLPro!.§6!—  64. 

h  In  his  Essay  on  the  Original  Language  of  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel16,  §.2.  p  .         r 

1  The  one  published  in  1755,  the  other  in  1756. 


sect.  i.  '        of  st*  Matthew's  gospel.  101 

contends,  '  it  fe  probable  that  th#  Apostle*  soon  pro- 
vided for  an  authentic  history  of  Christ  s  transactional 
becaase  many  years  did  not  elapse  before  they  separated 
to  preach  the  Gospel  in  various  parts  of  the  world/ 
and  he  adds  '  that  a  measure  so  necessary  for  the  con? 
version  of  unbelievers,  and  for  the  support  of  believers, 
could  hardly  admit  a  delay  of  thirty  years/    J3ut  tq 
this  argument  we  may  reply,  that  as  long  as  the  verb§l 
preaching  of  the  Apostles  lasted,  written  account*  were 
not  altogether  necessary :  and  Masch  himself  is  of  opi- 
nion that  seven  or  eight  years  ekpsed  after  the  ascension 
without  any  written  Gospel.    The  same  arguments  then, 
»hich  are  used  to  vindicate  Divine  Providence,  in  per? 
jnkdng  seven  or  eight  years  to  elapse,  notwithstanding 
samany  converts  were  made  on  the  day  of  Pentecost* 
who  lived*  at  a  distance  from  Palestine,  and  seemed 
therefore  to  stand  in  need  of  written  documents,,  are 
•applicable  to  a  period  of  thirty  years,  or  to  t the  whple 
period,   during  which  the  Apostles  continued  to  teach 
verbally. — Dr.  Lardner,  .who  by  arguing  a  priori  as 
well  as  Dr.  Masch,  deduced  a  very  different  conclusion* 
says  in  the  Supplement  to  the.  Credibility  of  the  Gospel 
History;  VoL  I.!  p.  lift   '  The  life  of  Jesu$  could  npt 
he:  forgotten  in  thitty  or  forty  years.'    .And  he  presently 
after  adds,   *  If  about  thirty  years  after  our: Lord's  as* 
censioo,  his  history  was  written  by  eye- witnesses  or  their 
companions,  it  was  soon  enough  :  yea,  it  was  the  fittest 
time  of  ail.     At  the  year  sixty  of  our  Lord's  nativity, 
according  to  the  vulgar  sera,  and  later,  thete  certainly 
were  enough  such  persons,  as  those  just  mentioned,  still 
living,  to  record  his  words  and  works,  and  more,,  who 
were  willing  and  desirous  to  read  written  histories  of 
irim,  than  before :  and  also  more  to  transcribe  and  copy 
out  of  those  histories  for  their  own  use,  and  for  the  use 
and  benefit  of  others,  than  in  any  preceding  time.9 
Now*  though  I  admit. with  Lardner  that  the  year  60 
would  not  have  been  too  late,  yet  I  would  not  therefore 
-infer  that  St  Matthew's  Gospel  was  not  written  sooner  : 
•for  even. had  it  been  written  within  a  year  after  Christ's 
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ascension,  it  rould  hatfdty  be  sdidy  thai  it£t  doiBpontien 
rtds  premature. 

Equally  ibtctecisiTe  are  the  internal  mark*,  which 
Lardrifer  supposed  he  had  discovered  ih  the  Gospel  «£ 
8L  Matthew,  am)  from  which  he  atgafed  thfet  it  fcotiid 
not  have  been  written  till  after  the  yefer  60-    Now  I 
have  no  objections  to  make  fegainst  arty  attempt  to  de- 
termine the  date  of  a  publication  from  its  internal 
marks :  but  in  St.  Matthew's  Gospfel  I  afrn  unable  to 
di&covtr  any  such  marks,  as  could  lead  to  a  conclusion 
ih  respect  to  the  year,*  when  irwas  written.    Lfcrdner 
indeed  supposes  that  this  Gospel  discovers  so  complete 
an  insight  into  the  doctrine  of  the  call  bf  the  Gentilfca, 
fetid  the  abolition  of  the  Levitical  law,  as  the  Apoettea, 
he  Says,  did  not  possess,  till  many  years  after  the  deatb 
6f  Christ17:  whence  he  concludes  that  it  must  have 
been  written  many  years  after  that  event*    But  I  cannbt 
feu p pose,  tbAt  the  Apostles,  After  that  they  had  received 
the  gifts  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  still  retained  their  Jewish 
prejudices,   fend  moreover  retained  them  hi  such  a 
manned,  as  to  be  unable  at  any  time  to  glVe  a  true  and 
fkithful  account  of  Christ's  doctrine,  since  they  wrote 
under  the  immediate  influence  of  the  Deity.     It  is  trhb 
that  the*  Apostles  did  not  insist  on  the  abolition  of  the 
Levitical  law  in  Palestine,  for  this  doctrine  belonged 
properly  to  other  countries,  and  God  permitted  those 
who  had  been  educated  in  the  Levitical  law*  still  to 
retain  it:  vet  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the 
Apostles  believed  it  still  continued  to  have  the  force  of 
a  divine  obligation.     In  the  presence  of  the  Jews  they 
avoided  fe  doctrine,  which  was  not  intended  for  them, 
and  which  could  not  have  failed  to  have  given  them 
offence.    Again,  the  Apostles,  it  is  true,  during  several 
years  did  not  go  abroad,  to  preach  the  Gospel  to  the 
Gentiles.     But  shall  we  conclude  therefore  that  they 
were  prevented  by  Jewish  prejudices  from  attempting 
the  conversion  of  the  Gentiles?    The  Pharisees  them- 
selves, who  compassed  land  and  water  to  make  a  pro- 
selyte,   would  hardly   have  gone  so  far ;    and   they 
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would  only  have  insisted  on  cirtoincisiod  for  the 
Gentile  Convert*.  That  St.  Peter  was  commanded  in 
a  vision  to  preach  thfe  Gospel  to  Cornelius,  does  not 
appear  to  me  td  imply  that  previous  to  that  command 
♦St  Peter  had  considered  it  as  unlawful :  and  it  is  pro- 
bable that  he  had  no  other  motive,  than  mere  tenderness 
for  the  Jews,  who  were  unwilling  to  receive  into  the 
church  those  who  had  hot  been  circumcised,  for  abstain^ 
tag  from  all  connection  with  the  Gentiles,  till  he  had 
been  expressly  informed,  that  the  time  was  now  arrived 
for  the  conversion  aUo  of  those,  who  had  not  bden  ini- 
tiated in  the  law  of  Moses.  But  even  if  we  admit  that 
St  Peter,  before  he  had  the  vision  in  the  house  of  Con 
nelius,  retained  the  national  prejudice  which  the  Jews 
io  general  had  against  the  Heathens,  we  must  stilt 
ascribe  his  conduct,  not  td  an  error  of  the  understand* 
ing,  but  simply  to  a  want  of  energy  in  the  will. 

Were  it  true,  that  the  Apostles  were  not  entirely  fret 
from  such  erroneous  notions,  which  however  it  would 
be  difficult  to  reconcile  with  the  gifts  of  the  Holy 
Ghost,  yet  St  Matthew,  considered  as  a  mere  humaii 
btstoiiati,  was  surely  able  to  give  a  true  and  faithful 
account  Of  the  doctrines  which  he  had  heard  delivered 
by  Christ  If  they  appeared  to  him  extraordinary,  and 
contrary  to  his  former  notions,  he  might  have  accom*- 
panied  them  with  a  comment  expressive  of  his  former 
prejudices :  yet  these  prejudices  would  not  have  ren' 
dered  his  memory  so  weak,  as  to  be  unable  to  retain 
the  dottrines,  which  he  had  actually  heard,  libr  his 
failld  so  untrue,  as  to  be  unable  to  record  them*  The 
fitst  exahiple  which  Ltkrdner  has  produced  is  front 
Matth.  jcrtviii.  19-  '  Go  ye,  and  teach  all  nations/ 
But  as  this  command  was  given  by  Christ  before  hi£ 
ascension,  tod  not  invented  by  St  Matthew  thirty  year* 
afterwards,  I  can  see  no  reason  why  St  Matthew  could 
not  have  recorded  it  seven  years,  or  even  seven  days, 
after  it  was  delivered, -as  easily  as  at  a  later  period.  If 
he  understood  not  the  call  of  the  Gentiles  in  its  full 
extent,  he  might  have  thought  within  himself,  that  they 
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ought  at  the.  same  time  to  be  circumcised :  yet  his  own 
private  opinion  would  not  have  prevented  him  from 
delivering,  as  an  honest  man,  the  command  of  Christ, 
in  the  form,  in  which  he  had  received  it 

I  have  hitherto  represented  Lardner's  internal  marks  * 
pf  time  in  the  most  advantageous  light  But  his  other 
examples  have  really  less  weight  than  that,  which  I  have 
just  examined.  For  instance,  '  If  he  had  not  known 
that  our  Saviour  was  designed  to  be,  or  was  already 
become  a  blessing  to  the  Gentiles,  he  would  scarcely 
haye  thought  of  inserting  the  history  of  the  Magi 
coming  from  the  East  to  Jerusalem.9  A  still  more  ex- 
traordinary argument  he  derives  from  the  consecration 
pf  the  Eucharist,  !  This  is  my  blood  of  the  New  Tes- 
tament, which  is  given  for  many,  that  if,  for  all  men.' 
Internal  marks  of  this  description  Lardner  has  enu- 
merated to  the  amount  of  fourteen,  not  one  of  which 
in  pf  any  real  value 18 :  yet,  though  his  arguments  are 
peak,  the  proposition  itself,  namely,  that  at  Matthew 
did  not  write  his  Gospel  before  the  year  60,  is  probably 
(rue,  and  I  adopt  it  on  the  authority  of  Irenaeus. 

One  difficulty  however  attends  the  testimony  of  Ire- 
joeus  on  this  subject  In  a  preceding  paragraph  of  this 
section,  where  I  quoted  the  words  of  this  Greek  father, 
I  .considered  them  as  applying  to  the  time,  when  St 
Paul  was  prisoner  for  the  first  time  in  Rome,  of  which 
we  read  an  account  in  the  twenty-eighth  chapter  of  the 
Acts. of  the  Apostles19.-  But  at  that  time  St  Peter 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  in  Rome  :•  and  as  Irenaeus 
expressly  says,  that  the  Gospel  of  St  Matthew  was 
written,  '  while  St  Peter  and  St  Paul  were  preachiug 
in  Rome,  and  laying  the  foundation  of  the  church  in 
that  city  V  Lardner  understands  St.  Paul's  second  im- 
prisonment in  Rome,  which  ended  with  his  martyrdom. 

*  The  Greek  words  of  Irenaeus,  quoted  by  Eusebius,  (Hist. 
Eccles.  Lib.    V.    cap.  8.)    are  tit  nir$*  ntu  w  n«i*v  if   Pepp 
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According  t6  this  explanation,  St  Matthew's  Gospel 
was  written,  not  in  the  year  61,  but  in  64  or  65.  Oct 
this  subject  more  will  be  said  hereafter. 

Before  I  deliver  my  own  sentiments,  I  must  mention 
a  fourth  opinion,  which  is  very  different  from  either  of 
the  three  already  mentioned,  and,  though  almost  des- 
titute of  historical  evidence  \  refers  the  composition  of 
St.  Matthew's  Gospel  to  a  much  earlier  period.  Tilled 
moot"  lamely  contends,  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  his 
(Gospel  in  the  third  year  after  Christ's  ascension S1.  Hd 
argues  thus :  When  St.  Paul  was  at  Jerusalem  in  thd 
fourth  year  after  Christ's  ascension  **,  he  saw  no  one  of 
the  Apostles  there,  except  St.  Peter  and  St.  Jatnts*; 
the  other  Apostles  therefore,  and  consequently  St  Mat- 
thew, must  have  already  left  Jerusalem.  But  St.  Mat- 
thew is  said  to  have  written  his  Gospel  at  Jerusalem  ** : 
hence  it  follows,  that  he  wrote  it  before  St  Paul's  ar- 
rival. Now  this  induction  is  wholly  insufficient  for  the 
establishment  of  an  historical  fact,  as  it  is  not  only  un- 
supported by,  but  even  contrary  to  the  testimony  of 
ancient  writers.  The  words  of  St  Paul,  '  I  went  td 
Jerusalem  to  see  Peter,  but  other  of  the  Apostles  saw 
I  none,  except  James/  in  fact  imply  that  there  were 
other  Apostles  at  that  time  in  Jerusalem*4,  with  whom 
St  Paul  made  no  acquaintance,  because  he  was  not  come 
to  learn  the  Gospel  from  the  Apostles,  but  had  learnt 
it  by  immediate  inspiration  froda  the  Deity.  The  object 
of  St  Paul  in  the  first  chapter  of  the  Epistle  to  the 
Galatians,  is  to  shew  how  little  connection  he  had  with 
the  Apostles,  and  that  his  knowledge  was  not  derived 

>  I  purposely  use  the  expression  '  almost  destitute  of  historical 
evidence,'  because  Cosmos  of  Alexandria  might  be  quoted  in  sup. 
port  of  Tilleraont's  opinion:  for,  according  to  Cosmas,  St.  Mat- 
thew's Gospel  was  written  at  the  time  of  the  dispersion  of  the 
Christians  after  the  death  of  Stephen30.  But  a  writer  of  the  sixth 
century  can  no  more  be  considered  as  evidence  for  an  historical 
Cict  in  the  first  century,  than  Tillemont  himself. 

■  Memoires,  Tom.  I. 

»  Gal.i.  18, 19.   . 
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from  them:  his  account  therefore,  that  be  saw  only 
St.  Peter  and  St  Jatries  at  Jerusalem,  can  never  war-* 
rant  the  inference  that  all  the  dtfaer  Apostles  had  left 
lb. 

To  the  preceding  dpkiion  may  rkow  be  adde^l  a  fifth, 
in  Which  however  no  particular  year  is  determined  Uft 
the  composition  df  St.  Matthew  s  Gospel.  Dr.  Stort 
in  his  treatise  *  On  the  Design  df  the  Evangelical  His- 
toty  andr  Epistles  of  St  Jdhn,  §  62.'  contends  that 
Si  Matthew  wrote  later  than  St.  Mark,  and  derived 
from  him  a  considerable  part  of  his  materials.  But 
Starr's  arguments  have  not  rendered  this  opinion  even 
ptobabife. 

Having  related  the  sentiments  of  others,  I  will  now 
state  my  own.  Though  I  cannot  pretend  to 
determine  with  any  certainty,  I  acknowledge  that  thd 
relation  of  Irenaeus  appears  to  me  the  most  probable : 
not  only  because  Irenacus  w  the  most  ancient  writer  od 
Ibis  subjett*  but  likewise  for  other  reasons.  St.  Luke, 
Its  I  shall  shtw  berebfter,  could  not  well  hav*  seen  the 
Gospel  of  St  Matthew  before  he  wrote  his  own ;  or, 
be  would  have  avoided  evety  apparent  contradiction  to 
an  eye- witness,  and  moreover  would  not  have  armnged 
bis  facts  in  a  manner,  so  very  different  from  that  of  Sfc 
Matthew.  But  if  St  Matthew's  Gospel  was  writteri 
Several  years  before  that  of  St.  Luke,  it  could  hardly 
have  been  unknown  to  this  Evangelist,  especially  as  hd 
had  been  in  Jerusalem,  and  even  wrote  his  Gospdl,  ad 
I  shall  endeavour  to  shew  hereafter,  during  St  Paul's 
imprisonment  at  Caesarea*  Besides,  when  an  ancient 
father  assigns  a  date  to  the  publication  of  a  book,  we 
have  rather  reason  to  suspect,  that  be  has  made  it  too 
anrieut,  than  that  be  has  made  it  too  modern. 
.  Dr.  Mascb,  in  his  treatise  on  the  original  language 
of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  §  8.  prefers  to  the  testimony 
of  Irenteufc  the  accounts  of  Theophvlact  and  Euthymius; 
who  lived  near  a  thousand  years  later.  He  says,  that 
Irenasus,  in  the  very  place,  when  he  speaks  of  the  time 
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when  6t.  Matthew  s/Gdsp«i  was  written;  hasmhde  two 
tftridett  mistakes:  firfstj  io  stfying  thai  St;  Mart  wrote 
Us  Gospel  after  the  death  of  St.  Pfettrand  'JSte,  Ba^ 
though  it  19  dertem  that  St  Mark  buffeted,  m  arty  frdea* 
before  them:  add  secondly,  in  describing 'St  Peter  add 
St  Paul  as  preatbtog  both  of  them  at  the  same  time  in 
Rome,  which  is  riot  true.  The  falsity  of  tbefcti  acuoeritb 
therefore,  Dn  Masch  contends,  destroys  the-  credibility 
of  Iremeus  as  to  the  remaining  part  of  the  story. 
-  I  shall  not  enter  into  the  inquiry  at  present,  whether 
Irenesus  was  mistaken  in  regard  to  th£se  two  positions* 
as  I  -shall  examine  them  hereafter.  Oti  the  first,  I  shall 
acknowledge  that  irenefeois  really  was  mistaken,  though 
1  shall  not  undertake  to  determine  in  what  year  St. 
Mark  suffered  martyrdom*  as  it  is  uncertain  wfaetbtt' 
he  suffered  martyrdom  at  all.  But  the  second  position 
I  caimet  consider  as  necessarily  erroneous :  for  though 
fit  Peter  could  not  have  bden  at  Rome  when  St.  Padl 
came  thither  -a  prisoner  frtrai  Jerusalem,  yet  I  can  see 
no  ground  for  the  assertion,  that  they  were  not  after- 
wards together  in  Rome,  arid  suffered  martyrdom  there. 
-Though  1  shall  not  enter  into  this  controversy,  which  he- 
longs  to  the  prd vince  of  ecclesiastic*!  historyyyet  I  must 
observe)  that  if  the  testimony  of  a  writer,  .who  lived 
Aear  the  time,  when  the  acts  which  he  has  recorded, 
are  said  to  have  happened,  is  for  this  reason  to  be  in- 
jected, that  be  has  introduced  into  bis  narrative  some 
inaccurate  circumstances,  there  will  rttaain  but  a  satmH 
portion  of  history  -  in  Whibh  we  can  confide.  Wfe 
fcnow  by  experience  what  happens  to  ourselves,  when 
we  relate  a  story*  which  we  have  beard  from  otheM. 
Error  very  frequently  mixed  itself  with  the  truth.  In 
the  examination  of  the  story,  the  mi6takfes  are  rejected, 
as  eooo  as  they  are  discovered  to  be  feuch,  and  thafc, 
which  is  true,  is  separated  from  that  which  is  false: 
and,  sine*  ws  should  act  unjustly,  if  we  discarded  the 
wholes  because  a  part  is  inaccurate,  we  must  give  credit 
to  the  remainder,  till  that  also  can  be  shewn  to  be 
9  equally  ungrounded. 
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<  Further,  Dr*  Masch  contends,  what  I  believe  every 
ooe  wiH  readily  grant;  that  ^severttl  accounts  of  the  life 
of  Christ  had  been  drawn  up,  before  St  Luke  wrote 
lib  Gospel.  But  the  inference  which  he  thence  de- 
duces, I  cannot  so  readily  admit.  <  He  says,  the  tir~ 
rfsumstance,  that  so  many  persons  had  then  written  an 
history  of  Christ's  transactions,  may  be  most  easily  ex- 
plained on  the  hypothesis,  that  St  Matthew  wrote  his 
Gospel  in  the  year  41 :  since  in  that  case  it  is  easy  to 
conceive,  that  bos  example,  and  'the  commendations  ber 
Stowed  on  his  Gospel,  might  indutie  others,*  though 
they  had  no  authority  for  that  purpose,  to  engage  in  a 
similar  undertaking.  But  on  the  contrary,  if  we  sup* 
.pose  that  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  was  not  written  before 
the  year  61,  it  follows  that  the  first  accounts  which  are 
given  of:  the  life  of  Christ,  were  written  by  unautho- 
rized persons,  which  Dr.  Masch  contends,  ftDivine 
Providence  would  hardly  have  permitted.  Hence  he 
argues  that  the  first  Life  of  Christ  was  written*  by  an 
•Apostle.  •  »    « 

-  Now  this  kind  of.  reasoning,  in  which  we  argue  from 
what,  according  to  our  opinion,  Divide  Providence 
ought  to  have  performed  or  neglected,  has  never  af- 
forded me  the  smallest  conviction,  when  the  question 
simply  related  to  what  actually  has -or  has  not  happened, 
even  in  cases,  where  I  have  fancied,  that  I  could  clearly 
perceive,  why -one  mode  of  proceeding  would  have  been 
taore  beneficial  than  another.  Our  views  are  too  con- 
fined, and  we  know  too  little  of  the  whole  chain  of 
causes  and  effects,  to  determine  what  the  wisdom  of  the 
Deity  should  ordain  :  we  must  believe,  that  whatever 
id  ordained,  is  for  the  best,  even  though  «  to  our  imper- 
fect views  it  should  appear  otherwise.  The  history  of 
mankind  can  furnish  us  with  numberless  examples, 
which  we  might  suppose  to  be  incompatible  with  the 
wisdom  and  the  justice  of  the  Deity:  we  know  that 
powerful  combinations  are  frequently  formed  to  violate 
and  suppress  the  truth,  and  that  even  those  warriors, 
whose  object  is  tyranny  and  rapine,  are  not  seldom  re- 
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warded  by  splendid  victories.  We  do  not  call  jn 
question  the  truth  of  such  combinations  and  victories, 
because  we  cannot  reconcile  thqm  with  #vine  wisdom : 
but,  satisfied  of  the  reality  of  the  facts,  we  still  confide 
in  the  Deity,  and  trust  that  (he  final  event  will  not  be 
unworthy  the  great  Creator  of  all  things.  And  as  we 
argue  in  political  history  we  argue  likewise  in  ecclesi- 
astical. The  long  •  history  of  heretics  would  be  reduced 
to  nothing,  if  we  concluded,  that  God  would  never 
suffer  what  appears  to  us-  to  be  detrimental :  and  we 
should  be  obliged  to  deny,  that  the  very  numerous 
abuses,  which. prevailed,  in  the  Christian  Church  before 
the  Reformation,  had  ever. existed.  But  the  disadvan- 
tages, which  would  arise  frotn  the  circumstance,  that 
the  first  accounts  of  Christ's  ministry,  were  not  written 
by  Apostles,  is  really  not  so  great  as  Dr.  Masch  supposes. 
The  first,  verbal  accounts  .  which  were  communicated 
out  of  Palestine,  were  certainly  not  communicated  by 
the  Apostles:  and  if  the  first  written  accounts  were 
not  communicated  by  them,  yet  as  long  as  they  lived 
and  taught,  there  was  little  danger  to  be  apprehended 
from  the  erroneous  relations  of  other  writers.  And, 
whatever  inconveniences  might  have  followed,  yet  as 
soon  as  the  four  Evangelists  had  written  their  Gospels, 
those  inconveniences  were  removed.  At  least  the  for- 
mer erroneous  accounts  could  then  do  no  greater  injury, 
than  if  they  had  been  written  many  years  afterwards ; 
for  the  credibility  of  an  historian  depends  on  his  cha- 
racter and  circumstances^  not  on  the  priority  of  his 
composition.  And  this  is  the  reason,  why  our  four 
Gospels  alone  have  descended  to  posterity,  while  other 
narratives  of  Christ  have  almost  totally  vanished. 

I  have  no  determined  opinion  on  this  subject,  which 
I  wish  to  support  in  opposition  to  other  critics.  Though 
I  am  inclined  to  abide  by  the"  testimony  of  Irenaeus, 
because  it  is  the  most  ancient  which  we  have,  I  will  not 
pretend  to  decide  whether  the  words  of  Irenaeus  should 
be  so  explained,  as  to  denote  the  period  when  St.  Paul 
was  a  prisoner  in  Rome  for  the  first  time,  or  the  period 
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written  either  in  the  beginning  of  the  year  4 1,  or  before 
that  year,  as  Pearce  has  already  observed  in  bis  Com- 
mentary on  the  Evangelists3.  It  is  true  that  this  ar- 
gument applies  immediately  to  the  two  first  chapters 
only,  on  which  a  doubt  is  entertained  whether  they 
were  written  by  St  Matthew.  But  if  it  proves  that  ah 
addition  to  St  Matthew's  Gospel  was  not  written  after 
the  year  41,  it  will  follow  of  course  that  the  Gospel 
itself  was  not  written  later 4.  I  can  see  therefore  no 
impropriety  in  believing  that  both  the  early  and  the 
later  date,  assigned  to  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  are  con- 
sistent with  the  truth :  that  it  was  originally  written  in 
Hebrew r  in  the  beginning  of  the  year  41,  before 
Herod  Agrippa  was  appointed  king  of  Judea,  but 
that  the  Greek  translation  of  it  was  not  made  till  6l. 
or  later  V 


SECTION  III. 

Of  the  Original  Language  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel. 
Introductory  Remarks  to  this  Inquiry. 

I  now  come  to  a  much  controverted  question,  in 
what  language  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  was  originally 
written  j  whether  in  the  Greek,  which  is  now  extant, 
as  many  modern  writers  contend,  or  in  Hebrew,  as  all 
the  ancient  authors,  who  have  expressly  delivered  their 
sentiments  on  this  subject,  have  affirmed.  By  Hebrew 
we  are  not  to  understand  at  present  the  language,  in 
which  the  books  of  the  Old  Testament  are  for  the  most 
part  written,    but  the  Chaldee    dialect,    which   was 

*  On  this  account  therefore  it  might  have  been  unknown  to 
St.  Luke1. 
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spoken  at  Jerusalem  in  the  time  of  the  Apostles  \  and 
to  which  the  ancient  Fathers  apply  the  name  of 
Hebrew,  as  well  as  to  the  language  spoken  before  the 
captivity. 

I  still  retain  the  opinion,  which  I  advanced  in  the 
first  edition  of  this  Introduction  that  we  ought  to  abide 
by  the  testimony  of  the  ancients,  and  to  assume  a 
Hebrew  original  for  St.  Matthew's  Gospel :  though  I 
acknowledge  that  this  opinion  has  in  some  measure  lost 
of  it's  certainty,  since  the  appearance  of  a  publication 
which  was  directed  against  my  defence  of  it '.  This 
publication,  which  was  written  by  Dr.  Masch9  and 
printed  at  Halle  in  1755,  is  entitled,  *  Essay  on  the 
original  language  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  V 

The  opinion  of  modern  writers  of  the  Protestant 
charch  is  for  the  most  part  unfavourable  to  a  Hebrew 
original  I  purposely  say  of  the  Protestant  church; 
because  the  members  of  the  church  of  Rome  adhere 
in  general  to  the  opinion  of  the  Fathers  *,  especially 
Richard  Simon,  to  whom  the  criticism  of  the  New 
Testament  is  highly  indebted,  and  who  has  written  a 
profoundly  learned  defence  of  a  Hebrew  original  of  St 
Matthew's  Gospel,  in  his  Histoire  critique  du  Texte 
da  N.  T*  ch.  5,  6.  Mains,  In  "Bis  Hafltmen  historic 
entice,  cap.  5,  6.  and  Schroder  in  his  dissertation  Do 
lingua  Matbaei  authentica,  have  contradicted  Simon.' 
Their  objections  1  endeavoured  to  answer  in  the  first 
edition ;  but  at  present  I  shall  chiefly  confine  myself  to 
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•  That  Cbaldee  was  the  common  language  spoken  at  Jerusalem, 
in  the  time  of  the  Apostles,  I  have  shewn  in  the  Introduction  to  the* 
Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  which  1  have  prefixed  to  the  Commentary 
en  that  Epistle ",  $  11. 

*  This  section  1  added  in  the  second  edition,  in  consequence  of 
the  publication  to  which  i  here  allude :  but  a  later  and  more  minute  ■ 
eiamination  of  the  passages  in  Origen  and  Eusebius,  which  Dr, 
Masch  had  quoted  in  support  of  a  Greek  original,  has  really  con- . 
firmed  me  in  my  former  opinion.  I  leave  the  sentence  however 
onalleredi  thai  the  reader  may  perceive,  with  what  caution  1  have 
examined  the  question. . 
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Dry  Mesch's  itoorr  complete  work  eri  this  subject,  bet 
cause  an  answer  to  hi*  arguments  will  at  the  same  time 
eopteini  ao  answer  to  those  of  hi?  predecessors. 

But  even  among  the  Protestants  there  are  not  wanting 
writers  who  have  ably  defended  a  Hebrew  original  of 
St.  Matthew  V  Gospel ;  for  instance*  among  the  Iait 
(berans*  Conr.  Hornems,  Geoife  Cabstus;  iEgidt 
tltinniua.  J.  Conr.  Dannbauer,  J.  fyfeisner,  and  even 
the  Magdeburg  Centuriatora,  who,  if  I  mistake  not* 
ere  quoted  to  that  purpose  even  in  Schroder's*  disserta* 
tion>4.  The  late  Schwartz,  in  his-  treatise,  Be  sokBctsnm 
4isoipeiorum  J<esu  antiqpatts5,  p.  49,  says  very  de+ 
«idedly,  '  Omnia  antiquitas  eonspimt  in  tribneoik  ei 
bistoria  Ch/iati  Syriaea.  Antiqukaiie  autem  oonsensui 
pertinacitgr  at  prafracte  reftagari  temeritatis  eujnadam 
esse  videtur  et  iropudentitt  J  Among  the.  members  of 
the  £al  vinist  ehutcht  I  .  will  mention  Rhenferd  and 
Reland :  and  Mescb u  baa  named  several  otbeus,  aa  well 
q*  •  member?  of  the  church  .of  England  ?,,  who  have 
adopted  the)  opi&ioa*  which  he  has  enfteaffoftied  to 
oonfute*.  But  w  it  is.  not.  my  intention,  to  write  aa  i*s»» 
topy  of  the  controversy*  I  shall  take  no  i  farther  aotieq 
of  the  authors*  wbo  ham  defended  my  side  <>£  the.  quae? 
tion ;  andthea&fifhieh  I  have;  already/  mentioned  I  Heme 
introduced,  with  no  other  view,  than  .to  shew  that  the 
opinion,  which  I  defend,  is  oot  heretical. 
-  In  the  Introduction,  which .  I  have  pmfimdto  aay 
Exposition  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  the;  neadee 
will  find  many  observations,  which  are  applicable  to  the 
present  inquiry :  particularly*  in  the  1 9th  and  20th  sec- 
tions; where  I  have  shewn  that  theological  proofs,  ay 
they  are  called,  which  are  grounded  merely  on  certain 
positions  laid  down  in  the  aystem*  of  dogmatic  theology, 
are  inadmissible  in  deciding  a  question  ef  history 7.  la 
fact  such  proofs  ought  not  to  be  called  theological,  for 
no  position  can  be  admitted  as  theological,  unless  it  can 
be  proved  from  the  Bible :  but  that  St.  Matthew  wrote, 
in  Greek  is  an  article,  for  which  we  find  no  authority 

•  Pag.  8,  9. 
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%  the  fiibte,  the  qttefction  being  purely  historical,  and 
taribg  n&  fefatfoir  to  doctrinal  Divinity,  though  it  ha* 
rifeterial  influence  oo'tbekrtei»pretatk>n<of  St.  Matthew** 
Gospel. 

Equally  indecisive  are  the  arguments,  which  are 
4tewn  from  Che  superstition*  that  a  Greek  original  would 
hare  been  more  consistent  with  the  wisdom  of  Provi- 
dence, because  the  Greek  language  was  more  generally 
known.  It  is  not  for  us*  to  determine,  what  the  Divine 
Wisdom  ought  to  have  ordained,  but  simply  to  examine 
what  actually  was  ordained.'  Besides,  in  the  present 
instance,  the  supposition  of  an  Hebrew  original  is  by 
to  meab?  inconsistent  with  Divine  Wisdom.  The  Jew? 
had  been  hitherto  the  peculiar  people  of  God  :  in  the 
very  age,  in  which  St.  Matthew  wrote,  they  had  been 
dbtuigaished  by  the  ptesence  of  the  Messiah  among 
then,  who  preatf hcd>  to*  this  nation'  alone,  nor  did  the 
Aposttetf  go  forth  to  cotivert  the  Geiltiles*  till  they  had 
imt  preafcbed  tbr.Gospel  to  the  inhabitant*  of  Jud&a* 
The  ftret  Christian  comowmities  consisted  of  Jewish 
eentttts^  atari  tbeiahguage  thea  sftohen  by  the  J-ew% 
notf  oaly  m  Palestine,  bat  o*  the  borders  of  the  Tigrift 
and  Ebpbrates,  and  probaWy  hv  Persia  and  Arabia, 
waa  a*  alter  Aata  Hebrew,  or,  as  we  more  properly 
tutnt-il  at  present,  S^ro*£fca]deet  Was  it  therefor* 
mbetMring?  Divine  Prorideneei  that  one-Gospel  out  of 
tfw  few  aboutd  have  been  written  in  Hebrew,  that  the 
SaMM*  Jews  might  have  a  Gospel  in  their  own  Ian* 
^mdl  afe  they;  -who  lived  in  eouatries  to  the 
of  Ptttefttake,  and  understood'  only  Greek? 
garts  to  to  taken*  ft*  the  many  thousands  of 

Christians,  who  fted  to^ Bella  and  the  neighbour* 
Jag  dtieait  Were-  tito  Nanrener,  though  this  name 
haeaafcrf  afterwards  air  heretical  appellation,  to  be  totally 
neglected*?'  The  answers,  which  Dr.  Mascb  has  given 
to'  qafeftes  of  thfe  kindi  tbaogb  not  delivered  in  the  same 
w«*d%<  Che  reader  will  find  p.  143,  144,  of  his  above. 

puMfeation.    He  says,  the  Greek  language  was 
understood  in  Palestine^  a  position  whicfe  I 
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shall  examine  in  the  sequel :  but  however  well  it  might 
be  known  in  Palestine,  it  certainly  was  not  understood 
by  the  Jews,  who  lived  to  the  eastward  of  that  country. 
To  other  objections  drawn  from  arguments  a  priori, 
and  from  the  supposition  of  what  ought  to  have  been 
performed,  I  shall  make  no  reply,  because  they  arq 
wholly  foreign  to  a  question  of  historical  fact 8. 


SECTION  IV. 

« 

Testimonies  of  the  Ancients,  relative  to  an  Hebrew 

Original  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel 

•  « 

As  our  present  question  is  historical,  the  decision 
of  it  must  principally  depend  on  the  testimony  of 
ancient  writers.  It  is  true  that,  if  we  take  the  testi- 
mony in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  word,  so  as  to  denote 
the  evidence  of  persons  who  were  contemporary  with 
St.  Matthew,  we  shall  not  be  able  to  produce  any  oa 
this  subject  But,  where  ecclesiastical  history  fails  ua 
in  the  first  century,  we  must  be  contented  with  the  ac- 
counts, which  come  the  nearest  to  that  period :  and 
for  the  sake  of  brevity,  I  must  beg  leave  to  use  the 
terms  '  witness'  and  *  testimony/  though  the  fact,  for 
which  I  quote  the  authority  of  ancient  writers,  did  not 
lie  within  their  own  actual  experience.  Mains  indeed 
objects,  that  we  ought  not  so  much  to  examine  what 
the  ancients  have  reported  as  whether  they  have  re* 
ported  the  truth.  But  this  objection  is  totally  useless, 
for  these  reports  alone  can  determine,  what  is  the  truth. 
On  a  point  of  doctrine  the  objection  of  Maius  would 
be  valid :  for  in  such  a  case  the  Fathers  do  not  testify 
a  fact,  but  simply  deliver  their  opinion,  which  is  no 
proof.  Further,  I  admit  that  when  the  Fathers  relate 
what  is  highly  improbable,  we  are  not  obliged  to  give 
credit  to  their  accounts :  but  the  position  '  St  Matthey 
irote  his  Gospel  in  Hebrew/  is  surely  not  attended 
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with  the  smallest  improbability.  I  shall  proceed  theret 
fore  to  examine  what  the  ancients  have  reported  on  this 
subject. 

The  first  evidence  for  a  Hebrew  original  of  St.  Matr 
tbew's  Gospel,  is  Papias,  who  lived  very  near  the  time 
of  the  Apostles.  His  words  are  preserved  by  Eusebius, 
towards  the  end  of  the  thirty-ninth  chapter  of  the. third 
book  of  his  Ecclesiastical  History,  and  are  as  follow : 

MorOmog  ficv  sv  EEpatSt  SiaX&crtf  ra   \oyia  trvvtypaifiaro? 

nppiivtwn  8*  avra  wc  iiSwaro  cicavoc*  According  to  Papias 
then,  not  only  was  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  written  in 
Hebrew,  but  there  already  existed  in  his  time  several 
Greek  translations  of  it,  so  that  the  translation,  which 
we  have  at  present,  is  not  the  only  one,  which  was 
made  of  the  Hebrew  original,  though  this  alone,  in 
consequence  of  its  superior  excellence,  has  descended 
to  posterity.  Dr.  Masch  indeed  interprets  the  words 
itpfntvciwc  «*c  nSvvaro  fjareoc  in  a  different  manner1 ;  but 
as  this  part  of  the  evidence  of  Papias  does  not  affect  our 
present  inquiry,  I  shall  not  enter  into  any  controversy 
about it. 

The  advocates  for  a  Greek  original  have  not  only 
eodeavoured  to  weaken  the  evidence  of  Papias  in  favour 
of  a  Hebrew  original,  but  have  endeavoured  likewise  to ' 
employ  it  in  such  a  manner  as  to  weaken  the  testimony 
of  other  ecclesiastical  writers  on  the  same  side  of  the 
question*  Papias,  they  say,  was  credulous  and  super- 
stitious in  the  extreme,  a  believer  in  the  Millennium, 
a  writer  who  reported  fabulous  miracles,  and  who  gave 
credit  to  every  story  which  he  heard.  A  witness  of  (his 
character,  says  Dr.  Masch,  is  not  to  be  credited  im* 
plicitly,  and  even  in  cases,  where  it  is  possible  that  he 
speaks  the  truth,  he  will  find  it  difficult  to  procure 
belief.  Thus  the  evidence  of  Papias,  the  oldest  writer 
oq  this  subject,  being  set  aside,  the  next  .step  i$  to 
render  all  later  accounts  suspicious,  by  saying,  that  they 
are  founded  merely  on  the  relation  of  Papias,  and  con* 
seqaently  that  they  must  be  rejected,  if  Papias  deserve* 
no  credit     But  that  later  writers  had  no  other  authority 
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for  the  assertion,  that  St  Matthew's  Gospd  was  *ritten 
in  Hebrew,  is  mere  conjecture,  for  it  is  supported  by  no 
authority  whatsoever :  and  whoever  reads  the  account 
of  Origen  in  particular  must  conclude,  that  he  did  not 
report  what  Papias  only  had  asserted,  bbt  what  had 
been  handed  down  by  tradition,  and  was  the  genend 
belief  in  the  time  of  Origen.  To  reject  the  testimony 
of  every  ancient  author,  on  the  bare  supposition  that 
their  accounts  were  drawn  only  from  the  report  of  a 
credulous  witness,  is  surely  unjust 

But  the  superstition  of  Papias  does  not  appear  to  mo 
to  be  of  such  a  nature  as  to  weaken  has  evidence  to  a 
plain  fact,  which  is  wholly  unconnected  with  the  mar* 
veUous :  and  his  simplicity  renders  him  hfi  my  opinion 
an  important  witness  on  tbi?  occasion.  His  heterodo* 
notions  and  chiliastie  dreams,  which  he  bad  in  common 
with  many  of  the  Fathers,  cannot  affect  his  testimony* 
when  he  relates  what  is  unconnected  «ith  such  opinions* 
fend  the  force  of  the  objection  can  apply  only  to  his 
alleged  credulity  and  weakness  of  understanding, 
How  far  he  was  weak  and  credulous  we  can  judge  only 
from  the  accounts  of  Eusebins,  who  read  and  quoted 
him  :  for  the  works  of  Papias  themselves  are  no  longer 
extant.  Now,  though  it  is  a  rather  arbitrary  procedure^ 
to  make  the  character  of  a  witness,  of  whom  the  Christ 
tians  of  the  second  and  third  centuries,  especially  Ire* 
naeus,  had  a  good  opinion,  depend  on  the  judgment 
of  a  writer  of  the  fourth  century,  even  though  that 
writer  was  a  man  of  eminence,  yet  I  have  no  objection 
in  this  instance  to  follow  Eusebius,  and  will  therefore 
quote  his  own  words,  that  the  matter  may  not  appear 
worse  than  it  really  is.  They  are  as  follow  * :  *  I  havf 
already  related  that  the  Apostle  Philip  lived  witd  his 
daughters  at  Hierapolis,  to  which  I  must  now  add  an 
account  of  a*  miracle,  which  Papias,  who  lived  in  the 
same  period,  says  he  beard  from  the  daughters  of  Philip, 
namely,  that  a  dead  person  was  in  their  time  restored 
to  life.    He  mentions  also  another  miracle,  whjch 

*  Hist.  Eccles.  Lib.  III.  cap.  39. 


AAGR  X*>  9W  ST.  MAITHEW'S  OGSMfc.  Ml9 

AflfrpeMd  to  Jastos  surnamed  Barnabas,  who  4s  said  to 
-have  drunk  poison,  without  receiving  any  injury— 
This  same  writer  has  recorded  many  either  thing*, 
which  he  had  learnt  from  oral  tradition,  such  as  certain 
gwrabfes  and  doctrines  of  our  Saviour,  of  whitih  we 
jindao  account  elsewhere,  and  also  some  things  which 
are  mare  fabutaas.  Among  these  I  reckon  the  story, 
that -after  the  resurrection  of  the  dead,  a  temporal  king- 
dom of  Christ  will  be  established  on  earthy  ttnd  will  las* 
<a  tirausand  yeacs.  Such  notions  I  suppose  he  acquired 
/ram  arfaleejbtonpretation  of  the  figurative  and  mysti- 
cal language  of  the  Apostles  :  for,  if  we  may  judge  from 
ilia  writings,  he  appears  to  have  had  a  very  weak  andep- 
-ataadiogu' 

Xhat  this  judgment  of  Euaebius  is  sufficient  to 
destroy  the  credit  of  Bapias,  when  he  relates  a  simple 
fact  uacoanected  with  the  marvellous,  is  more  than  I 
an  able  Jo  discover.  Through  weakness  of  under- 
standing he  gives  a  too  literal  explanation  of  figurative 
4anguage,:  but  in  the  present  instance  we  are  not  to  in- 
jquire  whether  Papias  expounded  rightly,  we  have  only 
•to  ask  wither  he  related  faithfully :  and  Easebtus 
ftianarif,  though  Jbe  ^condemns  bis  mode  of  interpretation, 
-does  ootaren  doubt  that  certain  accounts  of  the  Apos- 
tles had  jbeea  literally  transmitted  to  him,  on  which  he 
-founded  bm  interpretations.  Eusebius  therefore,  who 
iaftbe  only  ancient  writer  who  can  be  quoted  to  the 
-disadvantage  of  Papias,  denies  only  his  ability- as  a 
rnmmfTitBior,  and  does  not  call  m  question  his  fidelity 
<aa  a  witness* 

Another  charge  against  Papias  is,  that  in  consequence 
*»f  his  ocedulity  he  has  related  fabulous  miracles.  But 
4he.  examples,  which  Eusebius  has  produced  in  support 
of  the  charge,  are  in  themselves  neither  absurd  nor 
credible:  they  are  of  the  same  kind  as  others,  whieh 
related  in  the  Bible,  and  that  Justus  drank  poison 
without  injury  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  promises, 
which  Christ  had  given  to  his.  Apostles.  Thefce  tn  irades 
therefore  hear  no  other  atfugk  of  falsehood,  than  that 
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Papias  alone  has  related  them.  Bat  if  we  admit  that 
they  are  false,  does  it  follow,  that  a  writer  is  to  be  re- 
jected when  he  relates  common  facts,  because  at  other 
times  he  gave  credit  to  the  marvellous?  We  act  not  ift 
this  manner  in  respect  to  the  writers  of  the  middle  ages  ; 
for  though  we  reject  their  fabulous  legends  of  the  saints, 
to  which  through  the  superstition  of  the  times  they  too 
easily  gave  credit,  yet  we  receive  their  testimony  as  far 
as  it  relates  to  plain  historical  occurrences. 

Thirdly,  Papias  is  charged  with  weakness  of  under- 
standing, and  on  this  ground  Dr.  Masch  particularly 
rests.     He  allows,  that  when  a  man  is  credulous* 
merely  in  consequence  of  his  superstition,  his  testimony 
is  admissible  in  respect  to  facts,  which  do  not  favour 
of  the  marvellous ;  but,  be  asserts,  that  the  evidence  of 
a  man,  whose  credulity  arises  from  a  natural  weakness 
of  understanding,  is  at  all  times  to  be  suspected.    Yet 
in  courts  of  justice,  where  the  nature  of  evidence  is  well 
understood,  this  principle  is  never  adopted.    A  weak 
man  may  hear  as  perfectly  as  a  man  of  profound  un- 
derstanding, and  if  he  is  but  honest,  as  Dr.  Masch 
himself  acknowledges  that  Papias  was,  and  had  faith** 
fully  inquired  of  eye*  witnesses,  or  persons  contemporary 
with  the  fact  in  question,  we  may  surely  admit  his  evi- 
dence in  respect  to  what  he  had  heard  of  those  persona* 
Eusebius*  from  whose  writings  alone  the  arguments  are 
borrowed,  which  are  employed  against  Papias,  does  not 
infer  from  his  simplicity  that  bis  accounts  in  general  are 
false :  but  on  the  contrary,  if  we  except  the  Millennium 
and  some  other  marvellous  stories,  he  quotes  the  rela- 
tions of  Papias,  as  matters  well  worthy  of  notice. 
According  to  Eusebius,  the  weakness  of  Papias  consisted 
merely  in  a  superstitious  belief  of  miracles,  and  in  his 
literal  acceptation  of  figurative  language :  bis  credulity 
therefore  was  of  the  superstitious  kind,  which  by  Dr.. 
Masch'*  own  acknowledgement  does  not  render  evi- 
dence inadmissible.     For  my  own  part  I  can  never 
Consider  a  witness  as  suspicious,  merely  because  be  is 
deficient  in  understanding :  on  the  contrary,  his  very 
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simplicity  would  rather  induce  me  to  confide  in  the 
accuracy  of  his  relation:  for  men  of  genius  and  lively 
imagination  introduce  frequently  into  their  narratives 
their  own  sentiments  and  actions,  whereas  they  who  are 
devoid  of  these  endowments,  report  without  ornament 
or  addition  what  they  have  literally  heard.     - 

I  have  hitherto  argued  on  the  supposition  that  Papias 
was  really  as  weak  and  as  credulous,  as  £usebius  pre- 
tends: but  if  we  may  judge  from  the  ex  tracts,  which 
Eusebius  has  given  from  the  writings  of  Papias,  the 
charge  will  appear  to  be  at  least  doubtful.  The  two 
miracles  which  he  has  recorded!  even  though  they 
should  not  be  true,  are  far  from  being  ridiculous  otr 
absurd,  and  if  Papias  received  his  information  from  the 
daughters  of  Philip,  it  was  no  impeachment  of  his 
understanding,  that  he  believed  them*  And  as  to  the 
parables  and  speeches  of  Christ,  which  Papias  declared 
lie  had  received  from  oral  tradition,  though  not  coo> 
taiiied  in  the  Gospels,  Eusebius  is  so  for  from  consider* 
iog  it  as  a  mark  of  weakness  that  Papias  committed 
them  to  writing,  that  on  the  contrary  be  appears  to 
believe  that  Christ  actually  delivered  what  Papias  re- 
ported* It  is  merely  in  the  interpretation  of  these 
parables  and  speeches,  in  which  Eusebius  discovers  the 
weakness  of  Papias :  and  he  condemns  him  only,  for 
interpreting  literally  and  not  mystically.  Now  here  it 
must  be  particularly  observed,  that  Eusebius  was  a 
determined  admirer  of  Origen,  the  great  father  of 
-allegory*:  when  he  censures  therefore  a  writer,  who 
explained  the  Scriptures  on  different  principles,  we 
ought  not  to  produce  his  censure  as  a  proof,  that  this 
writer  was  deficient  in  understanding.  Origen  himself, 
eminent  as  he  was,  would  appear  to  us,  if  we  judged 
merely  from  his  mode  of  interpreting  Scripture,  to  be 
as  weak  as  Papias  appeared  to  Eusebius.  Neither  is 
Papias's  belief  in  the  Millennium  a  proof  of  the  charge, 
which  is  brought  against  him  :  for  this  belief  be  had  in 
common  with  many  Fathers,  whose  understanding  was 
never  called  in  question.    And  here  again  the  disciple 
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«f  Origin  appears  to  have  been  prejudiced  again* 
Papias,  for  no  otter  reason,  than  because  Papia*  tad 
tiotertaiaed  a  notion,  "which  had  been  discarded  by  bis 
«*ater«  Origan  had  taken  great  pains  to  explode  4he 
doctrine  of  ike  Millennium ;  Papiea  was  the  mat 
ancient  writer  in  its  defence,  and  bis  authority  greatly 
dontrtbnied  to  its  propagation.  Esisebius  therefore,  a 
•decided  Qrigeaieu,  <eodeeyoured  to  destroy  the  credit 
tif  Papias,  in  ocder  to  reprove  one  of  the  principal  aup- 
fwts  of  the.  MjUennniaa.  That  Eusehius  was  fmgu- 
«Uoed>  and  Abet  his  predecessor*  thought  better  of 
Papias,  appeals  from  what  ihe  .himself  acknowledges,: 
•for  iuaadiatQly  after  Aha  wordo  above  quoted,  he  .add* 
'  Yet  (that  is,  {notwithstanding  the  weaknesses  with 
,  which  be  bad  just  charged  hiav)  be  was  the  cause  that 
*nost  ecclesiastical  writers  after  bis  time,  appealing  to 
Papias  as.toione  of  the  earliest  Fathers,  have  adopted 
4he  sane  opkrioo.  This  was  the  case  with  Iaaroeos» 
-and  with  others  who  entertained,  similar  notions/  1* 
is  Ifeenefore  evtfejneiy  4oabtfitl,  whether  this  ancient 
advocate  of  the  MiUeanhitn  was  so  deficient  in  under- 
aftaading,  as  the  adversary  of  that  opinion  has  repre- 
sented him.  On  the  other  band,  if  we  admit  that  thp 
representation  be  just,  we  must  not  go  farther  than 
Eusebios  himself  has  done,  and  because  Papias  was 
wanting  in  sagacity,  ascribe  to  bias  likewise  a  want  of 
fidelity. 

So  much  for  what  Eusebius  has  aaid  against  Papias  c 
ilet  us  now  attend  to  what  be  has  said  in  his  favour. 
In  the  chapter  from  which  the  former  quotation  was 
made,  Eusebius  writes  thus:  "Papias  informs  us  in 
the  preface  to  his  books,  that  ha  himself  had  neither 
Men  nor  heard  the  holy  Apostles:  but  that  he  had 
learnt  the  Christian  faith  from  those  who  knew  the 
.  Apostles."  His  own  words  are,  "  I  think  proper  .  to 
Delate  to  thee  what  I  have  heard  from  the  eldest  and 
have  well  retained  in  my  memory,  and  to  add  an  ex- 
planation, to  order  to  confirm  the  truth*  I  was  never 
^pleased,  aa  moat  persons  are,  with  those  who  relate 
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araeh,  hut  with  those  who*eJale  whet  Is  true*  mot  with 
those  wbo  hand  down  foreign  'doctrine*,  bet  with  those 
who  .deliver  the  «onunaads,  which  were  intrusted  to 
them  by  the  Lord,  end  which  aome  from  the  foantsio 
ef  truth*  Wbeeener  I  wet  witt  any  whe  bed  hem 
conversant  with  our  aiders7,  I  oerelully  feequkod imfte 
wbet  the  eldevs  had  said;  what  Andrew,  what  Peter 
had  aaid :  what  Philip,  or  Thomas,  or  Jaarcs,  or  Joha* 
pr  Matthew,  or  aay  -other  disciple  of  the  Lend  bad 
aaid :  what  Aawtioa  and  John  the  presbyter  bad  jnkb 
Ear  I  was  of  opinion,  that  I  could,  act  iearn  so  much 
from  the  reeding  of  boohs,  as  irctw  the  varhal  account* 
ef  persona  thee  alive.—He  relates  that  he  himself  bad 
beard  Aristioe  eod  John  the  presbyter,  end  ia  his 
writings,  where  he  delivers  what  be  had  beard  from 
tbem,  hie  frequently  quotes  tbow  by  aerae."  Now  a 
writer  of  this  description,  who  studiously  endeavotwad 
to  discover  the  teeth,  end  for  that  pappose  inquired 
jliligeetly  ef  petsoes,  who  had  beee  eeovetfent  witblbe 
Apostles,  end  among  them  with  St  Matthew,  whose 
we  ant  be  mentions,  may  be  as  defective  m  uadeflstaod* 
mg9  as  Eeeebius  or  any  one  pleases,  yet,  eensideaad  as 
an  honest  wan,  be  is  an  important  and  irreproachable 
witeess  m  Abe  examination  of  the  question,  in  what 
leogiifrge  St.  Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel. 

The  second  witness  Ireomus,  wbo  in  bis  third  book 
agpuost  Heresies,  Chap.  I.  says,  c  Matthew  composed 
a  -Gospel  anong  the  Hebrews  in  their  own  dialect  V 
Dr»  Masch  admits  that  the  words-of  Irenoua  are  clear, 
and  that  they  admit  of  no  other  interpretation:  the 
«dy  objection  therefore,  which  he  makes  is  this,  that 
Ireoseos  probably  derived  bis  intelligence  from  Papiaa* 
for  whom. he  hsd  great  feneration.  But  if  Irenwua* 
he  adds,  derived  his  intelligence  from  a  person,  who 

• 

f  Papias  here  means  the  Apostles  sad  their  contemporaries. 
*  The  Greek  words  of  Irenaeus,  as  quoted  by  Eusebius.  Hist** 
Ecclea.  Lib.  V.  cap.  8.  are,  o  /*»  3k  MotOoioc  »  to*  {Cjmmw  u  r?  &4 
AoXisTf  mii  yg«fw  i{n*iyw  Evoyytfuir* 
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deserved  no  dredit,  we  can  too  more  depend  60  the  ac* 
counts  of  Irenseus,  than  on  those  of  Papias.  Nov 
this  argument  is  founded  on  a  mere  supposition :  for  no 
one  ean  prove,  that  Irenaeus  had  no  other  authority 
than  Papias  for  what  he  has  asserted,  or  that  any  other 
accounts  were  then  m  circulation,  which  contradicted 
the  assertion  of  Papias.  Dr.  Masch  indeed  requires, 
that  we  should  bring  a  positive  proof,  that  Irenaeus  did 
toot  borrow  his  information  on  this  subject, from  Papias  ^ 
sioce  it  is  certain  that  he  bad  several  other  erroneous 
notions,  which  be  did  derive  from  Papias :  and  till  this 
proof  has  been  given,  he  maintains  that  Iren&us,  to 
say  the  least  of  him,  must  be  declared  neutral.  Now 
these  erroneous  notions  relate  to  the  Millennium,  which 
many  writers,  both  in  ancient  and  in  modern  tiroes, 
have  believed,  without  forfeiting  their  credit  as  histo- 
rians. 

Next  follows  Pantasnus,  who  was  president  of  a 
School  in  Alexandria,  toward  the  end  of  the  second 
century,  and  is  represented  by  Eusebius,  as  a  man  of 
great  learning.  It  is  true  that  not  only  the  writings  of 
Pantaenus  are  lost,  but  that  no  extracts  from  them  are 
now  on  record.  Strictly  speaking,  therefore  we  cannot 
produce  Pantaenus  as  evidence  for  a  Hebrew  original  of 
St  Matthew's  Gospel.  However  it  is  related  of  Pan* 
tonus,  that  he  travelled  into  India,  to  preach  the  doc* 
trines  of  Christ,  and  that  he  found  many  who  were  al- 
ready converts  to  Christianity,  in  whose  hands  was 
the  Hebrew  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew.  This  information 
comes  from  Eusebius,  who  in  his  Ecclesiastical  History, 
B.  V.  ch.  10.  writes  of  Pantaenus  as  follows:  *  It  is 
said,  that  be  displayed  so  much  ardour  for  the  Divine 
Word,  that  he  *  weot  a  preacher  of  the  Gospel  to  the 
nations  of  the  East,  and  came  as  far  as  India.  For 
there  were  at  that  time  many  preachers  of  the  Word, 
who  were  animated  with  a  divine  zeal  of  imitating  the 
Apostles  by  contributing  to  the  enlargement  of  the 
Gospel,  and  the  establishment  of  the  Divine  Word  ; 
of  whom  Pantaenus  was  one,  who  is  said  to  have  gone 
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to  the  Indians.  Here  it  is  related  that  he  found  ib  this 
bands  of  several,  who  bad  already  heard  of  Christ,  tbe 
Gospel  of  St.  Matthew ;  that  St.  Bartholomew,  one  of 
tbe  Apostles,  had  preached  to  them,  and  delivered  to 
them  the  Gospel  of  St  Matthew  written  in  tbe  Hebrew 
language,  which  was  preserved  among  thenar  to  that  day/ 
Dr.  Masch  contends  that  this  whole  relation  has  so 
much  the  appearance  of  a  fable,  that  Eusebius  himself 
did  not  believe  it,  and  that  a  man  must  be  as  credulous 
as  Papias,  if  be  did  not  doubt  its  truth.  Perhaps  the 
story  appeared  improbable  to  Dr.  Masch  in  consequence 
of  the  word  '  India,*  which  be  took,  according  to  its 
common  acceptation,  for  the  country  between  the  Indus 
and  tbe  Ganges:  though  in  fact,  even  if  this  sense  be 
ascribed  to  it, .  the  account  is  not  incredible,  for  it  ap-< 
pears  from  tbe  very  circumstantial  Syriac  accounts  col-i 
lected  by  Asseman,  that  tbe  Christian  religion  was  not 
only  propagated,  but  flourished,  in  the  East  Indies  at  a 
very  early  age,  and  continued  till  the  fourth  century; 
after  which  period  it  was  gradually  extinguished*  But 
the  word  India,  in  ecclesiastical  history,  is  frequently 
used  to  denote  the  happy  Arabia,  as  Tillemont  baa 
rightly  observed  in  bis  Memoires  pour  servir  k  Tbistbim 
ecclesiastique,  under  tbe  article  Bartholomew,  At  pre-: 
sent  the  matter  is  more  clear  than  it  was  in  Tillemont!si 
time.  In  Arabia  Felix  were  two  different  kinds  of 
inhabitants,  which  are  mentioned  by  Moses  in  the) 
tenth  chapter  of  Genesis,  namely,  Cusbites  (from  whom 
the  Abyssinians  derive  their  origin),  and  the  descendants 
of  Joktan :  the  former  are  called  by  tbe  Syrians,  as  well; 
as  by  the  Hebrew,  ]*+*-£>,  that  is9  Cusbites,  the.  latter 
\~r**>  that  is,  Indians*.  Now  that  Pantaenus  preached 
the  Gospel  in  Arabia  Felix,  is  by  no  means  incredible, 
especially  as  Alexandria,  the  place  of  his  residence,  waa 
at  no  great  distance,  and  bad  a  much  greater  com-* . 
mercial  intercourse  with  that  country,  than  it  has  at 
present,    Further,  Arabia  Felix,  where  many  Jews  re* 


*  See  on  this  subject  As*en?ani  BibL  Orient.  Tom,  I,  p.  359* 
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ssfed,  •D*  *tote  «*eti  kings  hrid  beed  concerted  to  tte 
Jewish*  religion,  is  *  country  where*  we  might!  net  urn* 
reasonably  expect  to  bear  that  a  Hebrew  Gob  pel  bad 
existed,,  since  the  Apostle  Bartholomew  would  bardty 
hme  brought  a. Greek  GospeHnto  aicotontry,  where  thd 
Greek  language  was  art  spoken.  Nor  is  it  improbable 
that  this  Hebrew  Gospel  wee  still  extant  in  Arabia 
Felix  at  the  end  of  the  second  century,  though  ill 
Palestine*  itself  it  did  not  do  long  continue  to  be*  i« 
common  nee.  That  Eusebius  did  not  say '.  in  positive 
tarns* '  Pantssnu*  toaveHed  into  Indian  *  but  only  *  it  ie 
said  that  Pantenus  travelled  info'  Indfc,'  is  no  proof 
that  Eusebios  himself  goveno  credit  to  the  amount* 
though  I  confess  that  the  account  is  not  so  certoib,  a* 
it  would  ha*e  beenv  if  Eosebtas  had  expressed  himself 
nose-  strongty  If  it  be  true,  it  not  only  affords  ft 
Strong  argument  for  a  Hebrew  original  of  St.  Matthew?* 
Gospel*  bat  furnishes;  likewise  an  answer  to  the*  ebjeo 
tkm^that  mi  ecclesiastical  writer  has  ever  pretended  to 
havfe  actually  seencthe  Hebrew  original*  Qe  the  other 
hand  if  the  relation  given  by  Eusebius  is  a  forgery,  it 
proves:  aft  least  that  it  was  the  ancient  opinion,  thai 
St-  Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel  hi  Hebrew,  or  the  storyj 
that  BanUenus  sew  it  in  that  hmgaage,  would  not  haver 
been  invented* 

*  To  (be  argument  drawn  by  Dr.  Masob,  .from  tbo 
eiMuoastance,  that  Jerom  4  has  related  thestauy  of  Poa* 
tonus*  with  several  additions  to  the  aoeonm  gjwen  b£ 
Eusebius,  it  is  hardly  necessary  to  make  ai  neply  r-'fbi 
political  an  well  as  ecclesiastical  history  would  soon  be 
reduced  to  a  very  narrow  compass,  if  k  were  allowable 
to  erase  every  fact,-  which  different  historian*  had  difc 
fimendy  related,  or  which  through)  length  of  time  had 
been- augmented  by  an  accession  of  circumstances  not 
mentioned  ia  the  first  account.  To  the  objection'  that 
the  Hebrew  Gospel  seen  by  Pantapnn&  wa&efotnecess** 
rily  the  original  of  St  Matthew's  Gospel*  since  it  might 
have  been  only  a  Hebrew  translation  made  by  St  Bar- 
tholbmew,  I  answer,  that  if  the  aneients  bad  not  ge- 
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amHy  believed;  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Hebrew; 
the  expression  *  Gospel  of  St  Matthew  written  in  tho 
Hebrew  language/  used  by  Eosebius  and  Jenrav  wduld 
hare  if  undetermined  whether  tbey  meant  an  original 
sr  a  translation :  but  since  the  ancients  really  did  be* 
fare  m  a  Hebrew  original,  I  do  not  see;  how  the  wards 
of  Eusebios  and  Jerom  can  be  understood  of  a  trans* 
rasa.- 

The  fourth  witness  is  Origenr,  whose;  evidence  on  this 

subject  Easebiu*  has  preserved  As  the  sixth*  boot  ofvhis 

EcdestaBtitil  Histoiy,'  ah.  xxv^    As>  Dr.. Masehi5  conk 

tends*  that  Origen  himself  did  not  belfeve  what  ha 

wlated  in  respect  to  the  language  of  St;.  Matthew'* 

Gespe^  >  shsdt  Sehr&ter  pretends,  that  OHgefc  followed 

•sly  the  ^authority  of  Papias,  said  therefore  is  no*  to  be 

amsideraias  separate;  eridenoe,  I  will  quote*  the  woods 

sfEaasfcius  and  Origeiv  that  the  reader  may  judge  for 

lanseK    In  the  first  book  of  his  Commeataries  op 

Ibe  Gorfpe)  of  St,  Mattbe*,  Origin*  obtesting^  fhe 

todesiaatteal  canon,  dfeelaras  that  he  acknowledges  only 

ibup  Gospel^  expressing  htaself  thus :  "<As  i  hare 

hsrnt  by  tradition  (w  trepa&xw  f*aikn>$  concerning  thd 

ftmr  Gospels}  which  alone  are  reoefted  without  dispute 

by  the  4>hupch  of  God  antifer  heaved :  thd  first  wa* 

written  by  Si'  Matthew,  oih>e;a  tax-gatherer*  afterwasds 

an  Apostle  of  Jesus  Christ,  who  published'  it  for  thd 

btaefit  ofl the  Jewish  converts,  composed!  in  the  Hebrew 

language  :<  the  second  in,  that  according-  to:  St  Mark; 

Aer    The  base  reading  of  this  passage  is  sufficient*  to 

enable  *id  reader  forjudge,  whether  the  two  preceding 

objections*  have  any  fodndatioir.    if  Origen  had  derive* 

his  information  from  the  writings  of  Papia*,  be  would 

hardly  hate  sakfc  *  As  1  have  learnt  by  tradition :'  and 

even  if  he  had  not  used'  this  expression!  it  would  hardly 

be  credible  that  Origen,  whose  opinions,  both  in  respect 

to  the  Millennium,  and  in  respect  to  the  interpretation* 

of  Scripture,  were  diametrically  opposite  to  those  e£ 
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Papfes,  would  have  blindly  followed  him  in  the  present 
instance,  if  the  notion  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  in 
Hebrew  had  been  confined  to  Papias  alone.  Besides 
Origen  declares  that  he  bad  learnt  by  tradition,  not  only 
that  the  Gospel  in  question  was  written  in  Hebrew,  but 
also  that  it  was  the  first  Gospel,  that  it  was  composed 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Jewish  converts,  and  that  its  au- 
thor was  St.  Matthew  the  Apostle*  Did  Origen  learn 
all  this  from  Papias  only  ? 

;  A  similar  reply  may  be  given  to  the  objection  of 
Dr.  Masch,  who  contends  that  Origen  did  not  believe 
what  he  related,  and  that  the  expression  a?  rapa$o<rH 
pofov  signifies  nothing  more  than  '  I  have  learnt  by 
hearsay,'  or,  '  I  have  heard  it  reported/  Bui  the  term 
wnpahwriQ  in  ecclesiastical  history  signifies  not  merely 
report  or  hearsay,  but  a  communication  of  accounts  ou 
which  we  may  depend 5,  of  which  the  very  example  » 
question  affords  a  proof:  for  through  the  channel  of 
vapaSom:  Origen  says  that  he  bad  learnt,  4  that  the  first 
of  our  four  Gospels  was  written  by  St*  Matthew,  who* 
was  once  a  tax-gatherer,  and  afterwards  an  Apostle  of 
Christ,'  which  Dr.  Masch  would  certainly  not  consider 
as  an  uncertain  rumour.  It  is  evident  likewise  that 
Eusebius  took  the  word  in  a  most  respectable  sense: 
since  be  introduces  the  quotation  from  Origen,  which 
begins  with  «c  «v  tapaSoau  fxafiwv,  by  saying,  that  he  ao 
knowledged  only  four  Gospels,  observing  tbe  ecclesias- 
tical canon,  (rov  uckAijwxsikov  ^vkarrwv  jcayova.) 

The*  fifth  witness  is  Eusebius  himself,  who  has  toot 
only- quoted  all  the  preceding  authorities  for  a  Hebrew 
original  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  without  even  hinting 
that  any  objections  could  be  made  to,  them,  but  like- 
wise in  the  place  where  he  speaks  in  his  own  person  on 
this  subject,  and  where  we  must  of  course  expect  that 
he  delivers  his  own  sentiments.  He  writes,  namely  in 
the  third  book  of  bis  Ecclesiastical  History,  ctu  xxiv, 
as  follows.  '  Matthew  having  first  preached  to  the 
Hebrews  delivered  to  them,  when  be  was  preparing  to 
depart  to  other  countries*  his  Gospel  composed  in  their 
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native  language'.'    This  passage  is  to  clear,  that  one 
night  suppose  it  impossible  to  make  any  objection  to 
it :  yet  Dr.  Masch  contends  *,  that  Eusebius  himself 
did  not  give  credit  to  what  he  has  here  related.     '  As 
an  ecclesiastical  historian,  says  Dr.  Masch,  Eusebius 
was  in  duty  bound  to  record  the  accounts  which  then 
existed,  but  was  oot  obliged  to  deliver  bis  own  private 
opinion.    It  was  not  his  intention  to  relate  in  bis 
Ecclesiastical  History  such  fects  alone  as  were  indis- 
putably true,  but  to  form  9  complete  repository  of  aU 
the  accounts,  of  whatsoever  kind,  which  had  been  re- 
lated by  others :  becanse,  according  to  the  taste  of  those 
times,  his  readers  were  anftioup  to  know  a  multitude  of 
stories,  but  were  totally  indifferent  aa  to  critical  inqui- 
ries. *     So  unfavourable  a  picture  does  Dr.  Masch  draw 
jo  the  present  instance  of  Eusebios's  Ecclesiastical  His* 
tory  :  yet  in  another  place  %  where  he  quotes  a  passage 
from,  the  wettings  of  Eusebius,  which  he  supposes  to 
be  favourable  to  his  own  opinion,  he  says ;  '  I  consider 
the  testimony  of  this  meritorious  writer,  when  united 
with  that  of  Origen,  as  sufficiently  important  to  be 
opposed  to  the  assertions  of  all  the  other  father*  ptft 
together/ — But  how  can  it  be  proved  that  Eusebius  foi 
the  passage  above*quoted  from  Ins  Ecclesiastical  His- 
tory, related  a  story  wbicb  he  himself  disbelieved  ?  Dr* 
Masch  indeed  has  discovered  in  Eusebhis's  Ex  position  of 
the  Psalms,  from  which  by  the  help  of  an  induction,  which 
is  liable  however  to  many  objections,  he  concludes  that 
J&usebius  himself  believed  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  in 
Greek :  but  this. matter  I  shall  particularly  consider  ki 
tbe  neat  section,  and  shall  confine  myself  therefore  at 
present  to  tbe  passage,  widi  which  we  are  immediately 
concerned.      Now*  it  must  be  observed,  that  Eusebius 
does  not  introduce  bis  relation,  that  St.  Matthew  wrote 
in  Hebrew,  -with  any  such  expression  as,  *  it  is  said/ 


*  Pag.  190—200.  •  Pag.  155. 
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or  c  Papias  and  Origen  relate;'  but'  writes  ra  positive 
terms,  and  in  his  own  person,  without  appealing  either 
directly  or  indirectly  to  any  other  author,  so  that  we 
carniot  possibly  suppose  him  to  have  disbelieved  what  he 
related,  without  directly  charging  him  with  an  intern-* 
tional  violation  of  the  truth.  To  the  argument  used  by 
Dr.  Masch f,  that  Eusebius  could  not  have  asserted  that 
St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Greek,  without  entering  into  ft 
long  confutation  of  Papias,  Irenaeus,  Origen,  and  other 
ecclesiastical  writers,  we  may  answer,  that  Eusebius  has 
on  many  other  occasions  accompanied  his  accounts 
with  expressions  of  doubt  and  even  absolute  denial, 
without  entering  into  a  prolix  discussion  of  them.  No 
reason  can  be  assigned  therefore  why  he  should  not  have 
accompanied  his  account,  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  in 
Hebrew,  with)  some  expressions  at  least  of  doubt,  if  he 
disbelieved  what  he  reported.  Further,  this  argument 
not  only  furnishes  a  proof  of  the  opinion,  which  it  is 
intended  to  support,  but  really  operates  against  it. 
For  if  Eusebius  ventured  not  in  his  Ecclesiastical  His- 
tory to  assert  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel  in 
Greek,  because  it  was  his  business  merely  to  record 
whatever  accounts  he  could  collect,  and  a  contradiction 
of  the  assertion,  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Hebrew, 
would  necessarily  have  involved  him  ii>  a  long  confu- 
tation, it  follows  that  there  was  only  one  voice  on  this 
subject,  and  that  there  were  no  accounts  then  existing; 
that  St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Greek.  For  an  historian, 
who  makes  it  his  business  to  famish  his  readers  with 
whatever  intelligence  he  can  procure,  would  hardly  in 
a  case  where  the  reports  were  contradictory  to  each 
other,  neglect  to  mention  that,  which  he  believed  to 
be  the  true  one,  and  relate  only  that,  which  he  believed 
to  be  false. 

The  other  testimonies  in  favour  of  the  opinion  that 
St  Matthew  wrote  in  Hebrew,  I  shall  produce,  without 
either  quoting  the  words  of  the  respective  authors,  or 

f  Pag.  191. 


SECT.  IT«  OF  ST.  MATTHEWS  GOSPEL.  131 

making  any  further  remarks  ' :  partly  because  they  are 
less  liable  to  objection,  and  partly  because  they  are  less 
important  than  the  preceding.     lb  the  third  century 
we  have  the  authority  of  Dorotbeus:  in  the  fourth 
century  that  of  Athanasius,  Cyril  of  Jerusalem,  Epi- 
pbanius,   Gregory  of  Nazianzum,  Chrysostom,    and 
Jerom;  of  whom  the  last  mentioned  writer,  on  account 
of  his  learning  and  his  residence  in  Palestine,  deserves 
very  particular  attention.     In  the  6fth  century  we  have 
Augustin,  though  I  admit  that  he  is  no  great  authority 
in  the  present  inquiry  :  in  the  eleventh  century  Theo- 
phylact,  and  in   the   fourteenth  Nicephorus  Callisti, 
whom  I  should  have  omitted  as  too  modern,  if  they 
afforded  not  a  proof  that  so  late  as  their  time  no  con- 
tradictory account  had  forced  itself  into  notice  among 
the  Greeks.     Theophylact  especially  warrants  this  in- 
ference,  for  he  was  a  very  diligent  and  accurate  inter- 
preter of  Scripture,  and  yet  we  find  in  his  writings  no 
trace  whatsoever  of  a  supposition  that  St.  Matthew 
wrote  in  Greek.    This  learned  bishop  in  the  Preface  to 
bis  Exposition  of  St  Matthew's  Gospel,  says  '  Matthew 
first  wrote  a  Gospel  in  the  Hebrew  language  for  the 
sake  of  the  Hebrew  believers,  eight  years  after  Christ's 
ascension :  and  John,  as  is  reported,  translated  it  from 
tbe  Hebrew  into  Greek  V    The  latter  clause  contains 
a  report,  which  no  writer  before  Theophylact,  has  ever 
mentioned,  and  is  contradicted  by  Papias,  who  says 
that  every  one  interpreted  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  as  well 

*  Whoever  wishes  for  more  information  relative  to  these  may 
consult  either  Schroder  or  Lardner. 

*  M«r8a«*{  WgtfTtf  warret  ry^a-^%  To  tvayyihio*  i/?gai}i  ^tf»t)  *£•? 
We  ■{  iffftumw  w§wiftvxor»i  fitra  otcrv  it*  t*c  to  Xftrtf  *i>«tai|/iw{* 
Mmfgofff  h  Tvro  I*«rra{  atro  t«k  f/9f«ft&o{»  *>f  Aiywi.      Simon  in  his 

Hist.  Crit.  da  Teste  du  N.  T.  p.  120.  quotes  from  the  Codex  Regius 
287 J,  a  subscription  of  a  similar  import,  namely,  To  ***a  m*t8*io» 
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as  he  could,  and  by  Jerom  V  who  says, ,  it  is  uncertain 
who  made  our  translation  of  it.  St  John's  peculiar 
style  likewise  is  a  sufficient  proof  that  he  wis  Dot  the 
translator.  The  latter  part  therefore  of  Tbeopby fact's 
account  I  acknowledge  is  false :  but,  we  must  not  there- 
fore reject  the  former  part  For  be  declares,  in  positive 
terms,  and  without  any  expressions  of  doubt,  that  St. 
Matthew  wrote  in  Hebrew :  but  that  St  John  was  the 
translator,  a  story  probably  invented  in  order  to  enhance 
the  canonical  authority  of  the  Greek  translation,  he 
mentions  as .  a  mere  report,  without  vouching  for  its 
troth. 

Though  the  subscriptions  to  the  books  of  the  New 
Testament  are  of  no  great  authority,  because  their  au- 
thors are  unknown,  and  some  of  them  are  manifestly 
erroneous :  yet,  since  many  Greek  manuscripts  contain 
subscriptions  to!  St  Matthew's  Gospel  expressive  of  the 
opinion  that  he  wrote  in  Hebrew,  but  none,  as  far  as 
I  recollect,  expressive  of  the  opinion  that  he  wrote  in 
Greek,  this  uniformity  in  the  manuscripts  is  not  un- 
worthy of  notice.  The  subscription  in  the  Codex. 
Regius  287 1  I  have  already  quoted :  and  it  appears 
from  Wetstein's  Prolegomena,  p.  46,  that  the  Codex 
Stephan.  i£,  at  the  end  of  St  Matthew's  Gospel,  baa 

•*  rs  tuna  MarQcuov  utayytXis,  typdfvf  E€pcu?c  «v  IlaXatewp 

jura  cm  n  rnc  avoX^coic.  Wetstein's  Codex  80,  num- 
bered 1 36,  in  my  catalogue,  has  Eyoafti  cv  IcpmraXipi 
E£p<u&  SiaXcjcrai :  and  a  Roman  MS.  described  in 
Blanchini  Evangeliarium  quadruplex,   P.   1.  p.  516. 

has  cypa^i}  to  Kara  MarOaiov  cvayycXtov  cSparci  etc  njv 
IlaX(i«riVf?v. 

The  Syriac  and  Arabic  subscriptions  agree  with  the 
Greek*  In  the  Syriac  version,  at  the  close  of  St  Mat- 
thew's Gospel,  we  find  '  Here  ends  the  holy  Gospel 
according  to  the  preaching  of  Matthew,  which  he 
preached  in  Palestine,  in  the  Hebrew  language.'  The 
word  '  preaching'  in  the  Syriac  subscriptions  has  the 

1  Catal.  Scriptorum  Ecclesiasticorum  *i 
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same  sense  as  '  writing,'  as  appears  from  the  subscrip- 
tions to  the  Gospels  of  St.  Mark  and  St.  John.  In  the 
Arabic  version,  published  by  Erpenios,  is  the  following 
subscription  to  St  Matthew's  Gospel,  which  I  quote 
k  the  original,  because  the  edition  of  Erpenius  is  scarce : 


^Vu.fo  u*Ji  IfA*2*  u*%  JW   lj5"  *fa  £->  ^^ 
JU-flJU  ^x-J1   j^-i  U^  *>j**  A*  ^1^  t^^ill  ^J;  fifty 

^jjj^Sl  cJU  ^  %-i  Jj1  ^  jj^*-  ^Uw  *U~H  J1 


4  Here  ends  the  copy  of  the  Gospel  of  the  Apostle 
Matthew.  He  wrote  it  in  the  iand  of  Palestine,  by 
inspiration  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  in  the  Hebrew  language, 
eigfit  yeairs  after  the  bodily  ascension  of  Jesus  the 
Messiah  into  heaven,  and  in  the  first  year  of  the  Roman 
emperor  Claudius  Caesar/  The  same  opinion  was 
entertained,  I  believe  universally,  by  the  learned  Syrians* 
At  least,  the  two  most  eminent  Syrian  writers,  Barsali* 
baeus  and  Gregorius  Bar-Hebraeus,  who  lived  in  the 
twelfth  and  thirteenth  centuries,  assert  in  their  Prefaces 
to  the  Evangelists,  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Hebrew  fc ; 
and  Ebed  Jesu,  metropolitan  of  Armenia,  in  the  thir- 
teenth century,  says  in  hfe  Catalogue  of  Syrian  writers 7: 
'  Matthew,  who  composed  the  first  book  of  the  New 
Testament,  wrote  in  Palestine,  in  the  Hebrew  lan- 
guage.' 

Before  1  conclude  this  section,  I  must  take  notice  of 
an  inaccuracy,  of  which  I  was  guilty  iu  the  first  edition 
of  this  Introduction,  because,  if  I  left  it  unnoticed, 
others  might  fall  into  the  same  mistake.     I  quoted, 

k  See  Asseinan's  second  note  in  his  Bibl.  Orient.  Tom.  III.  P.  u 
p.  8. 
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namely,  Hegesippus,  who  lived  in  the  latter  half  of  the 
second  century,  and  before  his  conversion  to  Christianity 
was  of  the  Jewish  religion.  Now  since  the  Jewish  con- 
verts especially  may  be  supposed  to  have  used  a  Hebrew 
Gospel,  the  testimony  of  Hegesippus  would  in  this 
respect,  as  well  as  on  account  of  its  antiquity,  be  of 
very  great  importance  in  the  present  inquiry.  But 
since  Eusebius,  from  whom  alone  we  can  derive  infor- 
mation on  this  subject,  the  works  of  Hegesippus  being 
no  longer  extant,  has  not  quoted  the  words  of  this 
writer  relative  to  a  Hebrew  Gospel,  but  speaks  only  in 
his  own  person,  and  uses  expressions,  which  are  not 
decisive,  I  admit  that  the  account  of  Hegesippus,  in 
the  form  in  which  we  have  it,  does  not  furnish  us  with 
any  certain  information  in  regard  to  the  language,  in 
which  St.  Matthew  wrote.     The  passage  in  question  is 

as  follows l:  skte  vs  kqO  E€pm*c  cvay^cXur,  /ecu  rs  2vpiaxwm, 
jettt  tcWc  €JC  T»jc  E/3pacSoc  SiaXcicrs  riva  rtftjoi,  c/t^atvuv  f  £ 

ECpauw  cavrov  ircirureujccvai*  Here  Jfiusebius  says,  that 
Hegesippus  quoted  from  the  Gospel  according  to  the 
Hebrews :  but  since  he  has  not  added  that  this  Gospel 
was  the  same  as  the  Hebrew  original  of  St  Matthew, 
this  passage  is  indecisive, 

1  Hist.  Eccles.  lib.  IV.  cap.  «. 

»  This  ?*  Zu{MM«»  was  probably  the  Syriac  translation  of  Tattan'* 
Diatessaron,  on  which  Ephrem  the  Syrian  wrote  a  commentary, 
See  Assemani  Bibl.  Orient.  Tom.  III..  F.  i.  p.  12,  13,  and  Beausof 
bre  Histoire  deg  Maniohcens,  Tom*  I.  p.  804* 
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SECTION  V. 

t 

I 

Examination  of  the  question  whether  Origin  and  Euse- 
bius in  any  part  of  their  writings  have  argued,  as  if 
they  supposed  St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Greek. 

*  * 

It  appears  from  the  preceding  section  that  the  tes- 
timony of  the   ancient  writers,   who  have  said   any 
thing  expressly  on  this  subject,  is  unanimous  in  favour 
of  a  Hebrew  original.     But  Dr.  Masch  has  endeavoured 
to  draw  over  Origen  and  Eusebius  to  his  party  by  the 
aid*  of  an   induction  from  certain   passages  in  their 
writings,  which  in  his  opinion  imply  a  Creek  original : 
whence  he  argues,  that  in  the  places,  where  Origen  and 
Eusebius  have  related  in  positive  terms  that  St  Matthew 
wrote  in  Hebrew,  they  have  related  what  they  them- 
selves did  not  believe.     Before  I  examine  the  passages, 
which  Dr.  'Masch  has  selected  for  this  purpose,  I  must 
T>eg  leave  to  observe  that,  even  if  they  imply  what  he 
supposes,  they  will  not  prove  that  Origen  and  Eusebius 
entertained  the  sentiments  which  he  ascribes  to  them. 
Perhaps  no  author  can  be  produced,  who  is  so  uni- 
formly consistent  and  systematical,  as  never  to  advance 
a  sentiment  in  one  part  of  his  writings,  from  which 
inferences  may  be  deduced,  that  are  at  variance  with 
what  he  has  asserted  elsewhere.     We  do  not  examine 
every  sentence  which  we  write  in  its  full  extent,  and  in 
all  its  consequences ;  and  therefore  as  we  do  not  always 
foresee  the  use  which  may  be  made  of  what  we  have 
written,  we  may  at  one  time  indirectly  contradict  an 
opinion,   which  at  another  time  we  had  directly  af- 
firmed.    Suppose  an  author  then  thus  circumstanced, 
and  that  his  real  opinion  was  required.     Ought  it  to 
be  determined  by  the  passage  where  the  notion  was  only 
implied,  or  by  the  passage,    where  it  was  expressly 
declared?    Origen  says  in  express  terms  that  St.  Mat- 
thew wrote  in  Hebrew  :  IJjusebius  says  the  same,  not 
only  where  he  quotes  from  other  writers,  but  where  he 
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speaks  in  lib  own  person,  and  where  be  speaks  pro- 
fessedly on  the  subject*     Admitting  then  that  two  other 
passages  can  be  produced,  for  instance  from  their  com- 
naeotarks  on  tha  Bible,  in  which  the  same  authors  have 
written  in  a  manner  which  appears  to  be  inconsistent 
with  their  former  positive  assertions,  I  ask>  whether 
tlieir  direct  testimony  is  not  to  be  preferred  to  that 
which  they  have  given  only  by  implication  ?  I  think  no 
doubt  can  be  made  that  it  ought     Besides,  when  & 
man  assume*  the  character  of  an  historian,  he  is  more 
attentive  to  the  facts,  which  he  relates,  than  when  he 
merely  alludes  to  them  in  a  commentary.    This  we 
know  from  our  own  Experience :  and  every  one  who  has 
passed  through  a  regular  course  of  divinity  in  any  of 
our  German  universities  may  have  had  an  opportunity 
of  observing,  that  his  professor  in  reading  lectures  on 
exegetrcal  or  dogmatical:  theology,  bas  been  guilty  of 
inaccuracies  relative  to  date*  and  councils,  which  he 
would  have  avoided  id  reading  lectures  on  ecclesiastical 
feistory. 

Thus  for  I  have  argued,  as  if  the  passage  produced 
by  Dr.  Masch  really  contradicted  those,  which  I  ftave 
quoted  in  the  preceding  section.  I  will  now  examine 
the  passages  themselves,  and  see  whether  they  warrant 
the  conclusions,  which  have  been  drawn  from  them. 

1.  Origen  in  his  Commentary  on  St.  Matthew0 
rejects  the  words,  '  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbour  as 
thyself,9  ch.  xix.  19*  and  says  :  *  It  is  manifest,  that 
there  is  a  material  difference  in  the  manuscripts  °,  which 

■  Pag*  881.  of  the  Cologne  edition,  or  Vol*  III.  p.  671  of  the 
Benedictine  edition.  • 

*  According  to  Dr.  Masch's  representation,  p.  146.  one  might 
tipptoflfejhat  these  words  applied  to  Matth.  xix.  id.  and  that  Origen 
meast  to  say,  there  wfcs  a  difference  in  the  M  SS>  in  respect  to  ttoe 
words, '  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbour  as  thypelf.'  Bui  as  far  as  I 
understand  Origen,  this  is  not  his  meaning  :^  be  observes  only  in 

fetieral  terms,  that  many  alterations  had  been  made  in  the  MSS.  of 
t.  Matthew's  Gospel ;  and  ftan  this  general  assertion  endeavours 
itf  justify  a  critical  conjecture  at  tke  place  in  tfuosuoa.         .     ' 
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has  been  occasioned  either  by  the  negligence  of  tran- 
scribers, or  by  the  audaciousness  of  those  who  have* 
ventured  to  alter  the  Scriptures,  or  by  the  liberties1 
which  have  been  taken  in  adding  or  erasing,  in  order 
to  improve  the  text1/  Now  as  Origen,  says  Dr.  Masch*, 
was  accustomed  to  correct  the  Greek  versions  of  the 
Old  Testament  by  the  assistance  of  the  Hebrew,  he 
would  hardly  have  neglected  in  the  present  instance*, 
where  he  doubted  the  genuineness  of  a  passage  in  the 
Greek  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  to  have  had  likewise 
recourse  to  the  Hebrew  original,  as  the  surest  means 
of  determining  the  question,  if  a  Hebrew  original  of 
St.  Matthew's  Gospel  bad  existed.— Thie  is  the  objec- 
tion :  I  will  now  proceed  to  the  answer. 

That  Origen  did  not  appeal  to  a  Hebrew  original, 
in  order  to  determine   the  authenticity  of  doubtful 
passages  in  the  Greek  Gospel,  I  readily  admit :  bat  I 
cannot  cousider  this  neglect  as  a  proo£  that  no  Hebrew 
original  existed.     Dr.  Maach  indeed  asserts,  p.  147> 
that  Origen    had  read,   and    occasionally  quoted  a 
Hebrew  Gospel,  which  was  reported  to  be  that  of  Sfc 
Matthew:  but  aa  I  know  not  on  what  authority  {his 
assertion  is  made,  I  cannot  enter  into  a  discussion  of 
it1.     If  Origen  was  in  possession  of  the  Hebrew  Gospel . 
qsed  by  the  Nazarenes,  we  are  not  certain  that  he  con- 
sidered Mi*  Gospel  as  the  same  with  the  Hebrew  Gospel 
of  St.  Matthew;  and  therefore  his  neglect  to  appeal  to 
it  in  the  case  in  question  will  prove  nothing11.     But 
suppose  Origen  really  believed  that  a  Hebrew  Gospfel 
.in  his  possession  was  St.  Matthew's  original :  yet  an 


f  Jerom  not  only  had  read  the  ^Hebrew  Gospel  used  by  die 
Nazarenes,  but  translated  it  into  Latin,  and  moreover  wsa  inclined 
to  believe  that  it  was  the  original  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel4.  Vet 
in  h»  Commentary  on  this  Gospel  he  leaves  it  unnoticed  in  places 
where  be  examines  the  authenticity  of  readings  t  for  instance,  us*, 
Matth.  v.  22.  lie  thought  probably  that,  even  if  it  was  the  ori- 
ginal, it  wai  too  corrupted  to  be  of  any  service  in  a  case  of  cri- 
ticism* 
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appeal  to  it  would  not  have  been  the  only  decisive  me- 
thod .  of  determining  the  authenticity  of  a  text,  since 
an  original  itself  may  be  corrupted  as  well  as  a  trans- 
lation5. Jn  examining  a  doubtful  passage  of  the  Latin 
yersion,  in  St.  Luke  or  St.  John's  Gospel  for  instance/ 
of  which  no  doubt  is  entertained  that  they  were  written 
originally  in  Greek*  we  do  not  instantly  conclude  that 
the  passage  is  genuine,  when  we  have  found  that  it  is 
in  the  Greek  Gospel  of  St  Luke  or  St  John :  for  the 
Greek  may  be  corrupted  as  well  as  the  Latin.  Now  it 
is  not  improbable  that  Origen  thought  the  Hebrew 
Gospel  of  St.  Matthew  had  been  so  corrupted,  as  to 
render  it  an  improper  criterion  in  settling  the  text  of 
the  Greek :  and  if  it  was  the  same,  as  that  which 
the  Nazarenes  used,  he  did  not  think  so  without 
reason,  ^  ■ 

Further  if  we  read  in  connection  aU  that  Origen  has 
written1  on  the  passage,  '  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neigh* 
jbtcmr  .as  .thyself/  our  surprize  that  he  did  not  appeal  to 
the  Hebcew  Gospel  will  be  still  more  diminished.  He 
Alleges  various  arguments,  and,  as  far  as  I  can  judge,  ia 
the  name  of  others,  rather  than  in  his  own,  to  shew 
that  a  doubt  may  be  entertained  of  the  authenticity 
,of  the  passage  in  question,  but  comes  to  no  absolute 
.decision  either  one  way  or  the  other.  His  principal 
argument  is  the  following,  Jesus  appears  to  have  ap- 
proved the  young  man's  answer,  *  All  this  have  I  kept 
tfwm  .my  youth,'  because  St*  Mark  immediately  adds, 
. '  Then  Jesus  beholding  him,  loved  him.9  But  if  the 
.command  went,  4  Thou  shah  love  thy  neighbours 
thyself/  had  been  observed  by  this  young  man  from  his 
youth,  there  failed  nothing  to  his  moral  accomplish- 
ments; since  the  love  of  our  neighbour  is  the  fulfilling 
of  the  law:  and  consequently  Jesus  would  not  have 
replied,  '  If  thou  wilt  be  perfect,  sell  that  thou  hast, 
and  give  to  the  poor.' — It  appears  from  what  I  have 
already  said,  that  Origen's  inquiry  in  the  present  iij- 

*  Ton.  III.  p.  669—672. 
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stance  is  by  no  means  a  critical  one :  and  therefore  if 
he  had  possessed  the  Hebrew  Gospel  of  St  Matthew' 
in  its  utmost  purity,  we  need  not  be  surprised,  if  he' 
had  not  appealed  to  it  Immediately  after  the  sentence 
which  Dr.*  Masch  has  quoted  from  Origen's  Commen- 
tary, and  which  I  have  given  in  a  preceding  paragraph, 
Origen  writes  as  follows.  '  I  have  discovered,  through 
the  assistance  of  God,  a  method  of  correcting  the  dif- 
ferences in  the  copies  of  the  Old  Testament,  and  have 
used  the  other  editions  as  a  criterion.  When  I  found 
variations  in  the  copies  of  the  Septuagint,  I  examined 
the  readings  of  the  other  editions,  and  retained '  those 
which  they  confirmed.  Some  readings  which  were  not 
in  the  Hebrew,  1  marked  with  an  obelus,  not  venturing 
wholly  to  reject  them.  Other  readings  I  marked  with 
an  asterisk,  namely  such  as  were  not  in  the  Septuagint, 
bat  which  I  added  from  the  other  editions,  because  they 
were  confirmed  by  the  Hebrew*/  Now  since  Origen 
relates  this  in  the  very  place  where  he  examines  whe- 
ther Mattb.  xix.  19*  be  genuine,  and  yet  has  not  re-* 
coarse  to  the  same  critical  method  of  determining  the 
question,  as  he  had  applied  in  the  Septuagint,  it  appears 
that  be  was  not  inclined,  at  least  not  at  that  time,  to 
undertake  the  same  laborious  task  in  respect  to  St  Mat* 
tbew's  Gospel,  as  he  had  undertaken  in  regard  to  the 
Greek  version  of  the  Old  Testament.  He  plainly  dis<* 
tingaishes  the  critical  from  the  exegetical  examination 
of  a  reading:  he  shews  from  his  own  example  relative 
to  the  Old  Testament,  in  what  maimer  critical  inquiries 
most  be  conducted,  and  then  concludes.  Shall  we 
infer  therefore  that  in  Origen's  opinion  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel  was  not  written  in  Hebrew,  because  he  did  not 
appeal  to  it  ?  I  think  not :  but  I  leave  it  to  the  reader, 
to  draw  that  inference  which  he- thinks  the  most  pro- 
bable\ 

3.  There  is  another  passage  in  Origen's  works,  which 
Dr.  Masch  considers  as  still  more  decisive  than  that 
which  I  have  already  examined :  namely,  in  Origen's 
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Homily  on  the  Preface  of  SL  Luke's  Gospel '.    Here 
Origen  discovers  io  the  word  my*ip*ta¥  a  tacit  censure, 
on.  tbe  part  of  St  Luke,  of  those  who  bad  written 
Gospels  before  him,  a  censure  inapplicable  to  men  in- 
spired by  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  observes :  '  Matthew 
did  not  take. in  hand,  but  wrote  bj  the  instigation  of 
tbe  Holy  t  Spirit-:  in  like  manner  Mark,  and  John,  as 
also  Luke.     But  they  who  composed  tbe  Gospel,  in- 
tided,  the  Gospel  of  tbe  Twelve,  took  in  band9/ 
Now  siooe  Jerom.  relates  that  the  Hebrew  Gospel  used 
by  the  Neaareoes,  which  was  tbe  same  as  that  which  is 
known  by  the  name  of  '  The  Gospel  of  the  Twelve/ 
was  called  likewise  by  many  the  Hebrew  Gospel  of 
St.  .Matthew  \  Dr«  Masch  considers  the  passage  jost 
quoted  u  a  proof  thai  Origen  expressly  rejected  the 
Hebrew  Gospel  ascribed  to  St  Matthew,  and  that  he 
opposed  it  to  tbe  inspired  Greek  Gospel.    But  this  is 
vione  than  I  can  admit:  for  though  Origen  rejects  tbe 
Gospel,  called  -the  Gospel  of  tbe  Twelve,  and  opposes 
it  to  inspired  Gospels,  it  by  no  means  follows  that  be 
rejected  therefore  St  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel,  unless 
it  can  be  proved  that  io  Origeo's  opinion  the  Hebrew 
Gospel,  of  which  he  spake,  was  tbe  very  same  as  that 
which  St.  Matthew  bad  written lo.    As  far  as  relates  to 
tbe  present  instance,  it  is  of  no  consequence  what  others 
thought  of  tbe  .Hebrew  Gospel  used  by  the  Nazarenes, 
but  what  Origen  himself  thought  of  it :  and  it  is  opt 
improbable  that,  though  Origen  believed  St  Matthew 
bad  written  in  Hebrew,  (for  be  has  expressly  declared 
k)  he  did  not  believe  that  the  Gospel  used  by  die  Na» 
carenes,  was  the  same  as  St  Matthew's  Gospel.    Or 
if  he  believed  it  to  have  been  originally  the  same,  yet 
ju  consequence  of  the  many  alterations  and  additions, 

r  Dr.  Masch  quotes  from  Simon  Hist.  Crit.  des  Commcntateucs 
du  N.  T.  ch.  v.  p.  82.  where  Simon  has  quoted  the  passage  from 
Greek  manuscripts.— It  has  been  since  published  in  the  Benedic- 
tine edition  of  Qrigen's  works,  Vol.  HI.  p.  932. 
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which  had  beek*  fhtde  in  it,  he  might  have  thotight 
proper  to  distinguish  it  front  the  genuine  uncorropted 
Gospel  of  St  Matthew  " 

3.  Dr.  Masch  produces  a  passage  from  Eusebius'* 
Commentary  on  the  Psalms,  from  which  he  says,  this 
ecclesiastical  writer  manifestly  signifies  that  in  bis  opi- 
nion St.  Matthew  wrote  m  Greek  '\  Eusebius  namely 
in  bis  Annotation  on  Psalm  lxxxviii.  2.  which  in  the 
Septuagint  Tuna  thus*  A*h£«  ew  vapoGoXtut  m  cop*  p»m 
fXeyippa*  «-po€Xqp«ra  «v'  *$%vc,  but  io  6t  Matthew's 
Gospel,  ch.  xiii.  35,  is  quoted  in  the  following  manner, 

c«ra£oA«c  tfoafi*,  explains  this  difference  by  saying: 

EEpoMH;  t*v  o  Mor&uoc  oticaf  cjcSvofi  ke^^otcm.     By  autcm 

ck&otc  Dr.  Masch  understands  l  St.  Matthew's  own 
translation/  and  hence  argues  that,  according  to  the 
representation  of  Eusebius,  St  Matthew  wrote  in 
Greek.  But  the  word  acSo^i*  does  not  necessarily  signify 
a  translation  :  it  signifies  literally  aa  edition,  and  may 
be  applied  to  the  Hebrew  as  well  as  to  the  Greek.  Nor 
will  oucaa,  even  if  acSomg  be  construed  translation,  sig- 
nify '  Matthew's  own/  but  will  rather  denote  a  trans- 
lation which  was  in  use  where  St.  Matthew  lived ;  with 
which  explanation  tb$  word  ju^pcra  well  agrees..  I 
believe  indeed  that  Eusebiu6,  by  the  words  Efipsioc  a» 
•  MotOoum;  otfcup  sk&mu  *fxJMfr**9  meant  to  say, <  Mat* 
tbew,  as  being  a  Hebrew,  used  the  editipn  of  his  own 
country/  that  is,  the  Hebrew  Bible,  and  therefore  quoted 
the  passage  as  be  foupd  if  in  the  Hebrew.  But  even  if 
cc&mk  must  be  construed  translation,  still  oucua  sjcSooic 
in  reference  to  St  Matthew,  wtUdetiote  a  Chaldee  and 
net  a  Greek  translation.  The  explanation  therefore 
given  by  Dr.  Masch  is  not  defensible,  put  were  it  true 
that  the  word*  of  Eusebius  admitted  of  the  interpretation 
which  he  has  given  them,  yet  no  one  can  deny  they  are 
capable  also  of  another :  and  since  Eusebius  has  at  other 
times  positively  declared,  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  ia 
Hebrew,  the  explanation  which  agrees  with*  this  apuwty 
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and  makes  Eusebius  consistent  with  himself,  is  surely 
preferable  to  that,  which  involves  him  in  a  glaring 
contradiction. 


SECTION  VI. 


Additional  arguments  in  favour  of  the  opinion,  that 
St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Hebrew. 


I  have  shewn 'in  the  two  preceding  sections  that 
the  testimony  of  the  ancients  is  uniformly  in  favour  of 
a  Hebrew  original,  it  may  appear  unnecessary  to  pro- 
duce any  other  arguments,  since  questions  of  history 
must  be  finally  determined  by  historical  evidence.  But 
if  any  reasons  can  be  assigned  which  shew  that  the  fact, 
for  which  I  contend,  is  probable  in  itself,  they  may  be 
admitted  as  auxiliary  or  corroborative  evidence. 

In  the  first  place  then,  it  is  agreed  on  all  sides ",  that 
St.  Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel  in  Palestine,  and  for  the 
immediate  use  of  the  inhabitants  of  that  country,  or, 
as  ecclesiastical  writers  call  them,  the  Hebrews.  But 
if  St  Matthew  wrote  for  the  immediate  use  of  the 
inhabitants  of  Palestine,  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that 
he  wrote  in  the  language  of  that  country,  that  is,  Syro- 
Chaldee,  which  ecclesiastical  writers  call  Hebrew,  as 
well  as  the  more  ancient  language  of  the  Old  Testament. 
This  subject  I  have  examined  at  large  in  the  Introduc- 

*  Dr.  Sender  indeed  makes  an  exception ;  for  in  his  Hist.  Eccl. 
•electa  ctpita,  Tom.  I.  p.  42,  he  says,  Carpocrates  et  Cerinthua 
cum  Alexandria;  versati  fuerint,  et  tamen  Matthaei  evangelio  usi, 
sequitur  ut  falsum  fere  sit,  Matthaei  Evangelium  Palestinensibus 
fuisse  destinatum*  But  the  circumstance  that  Carpocrates  and  Ce- 
rinthusread-St.  Matthew's  Gospel  in  Alexandria,  affords  not  even 
a  presumption,  that  he  did  not  write  it  for  the  immediate  use  of  the 
inhabitants  of  Palestine.  Both  Dr.  Semler  and  myself  have  read 
St.  Luke's  Gospel :  we  might  therefore  say  on  the  same  principles, 
Sequitur  ut  falsum  sit  Lucas  Erangelium  Theophilo  fuisse  destt- 
natum. 
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tion  to  tbe-£pistle  to  the  Hebrews*  :j  and,  as  # bat  I  have 
said  on  the  language  of  that  Epistle  is  equally  applicable 
to  that  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  I  refer  the  reader  to  il 
for  further  information1. 

Dr.  Masch  indeed  has  brought  nine  arguments  *  to 
prove  that  tlie  Jews  even  of  Jerusalem  universally  un- 
derstood Greek  ;  but  they  really  are  of  no  value  what- 
soever. His  first  argument  is,  that  in  the  Jewish 
synagogues,  as  soon  as  a  section  had  been  read  from 
the  Hebrew  Bible,  it  was  usual  to  explain  it  to  the 
people  by  reading  it  in  the  Cbaldee  or  the  Greek 
version.  Now  it  is  true  that  the  Greek  version  was 
read  in  the  Jewish  Synagogues  in  Egypt,  in  Asia  Minor, 
and  other  countries  where  the  Jews  themselves,  as  well 
as  the  rest  of  the  inhabitants,  spoke  Greek :  but  in 
Judaea,  and  in  all  those  countries  which  lay  to  the 
eastward,  the  Chaldee  version  was  used.  In  the  present 
inquiry  therefore  which  k  confined  to  Judaea  alone,  it 
is  wholly  foreign  to  the  purpose  to  argue  from  the  prao 
doe  of  reading  the  Greek  Bible  \  Another  argument  is, 
that  many  apocryphal  books  were  written  in  Greek,  and 
that  Aquila  made  a  Greek  translation  of  the  Old  Tesi- 
tameht :  but  this  proves  only  that  therte  were  countries 
in  which  the  Jews  spoke  Greek,  not  that  it  was  spoken 
in  Palestine,  and  that  too  above  fifty  years  before  the 
time  of  Aquila  "•  The  assertion  that  the  Greek  lanr 
guage  was  introduced  into  Palestine  in  the  time  of 
Antiocbus  Epiphanes  is  more  than  any  one  can  prove: 
on  the  contrary,  the  victories  of  the  Maccabees,  and  the 

1  Sect  2.  »  Pag.  1 38—1  *2. 

v  Dr.  Masch  says, *  What  service  could  Aquila  propose  to  render 
to  the  Jews  by  making  a  new  Greek  translation  of  the  Old  Testa- 
ment, unless  the  Greek  language  was  universally  known  to  them? 
Answer,  That  they,  who  did  understand  Greek,  might  read  it* — It 
is  surely  a  very  extraordinary  .conclusion,  that  because  Aquila,  who 
was  a  native  of  Pontus,  and  lived  half  a  century  after  the  destruc- 
tion of  Jerusalem,  translated  the  Old  Testament  into  Greek,  the 
inhabitants  of  Judaea  in  the  time  of  the  Apostles  likewise  spoke 
Greek. 
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subsequent  enmity  of  the  Jews  toward  the  Grecian  kings 
of  Syria,  must  bave  prevented  the  introduction  of  that 
language.    Another  argument  used  by  Dr.  Mascb  is, 
that  in  the  Targum,  and  also  in  the  Talmud,  several 
Greek  words  and  expressions  occur:  whence  he  infers, 
that  the  Greek  language  must  have  been  well  known  to 
the  Hebrews.     Now  we  might  with  equal  reason  con- 
tend, that,  because  many  Latin  and  French  words  have 
been  adopted  in  the  German  language,  the  Latin  and 
French  languages  are  universally  understood  in   that 
■  country,  and  that  a  Latin  or  French  Bible  would  be 
intelligible  to  a  German  congregation.     But  every  one 
knows  that  this  conclusion  would  be  false :  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  conclude,  from  similar  premises,  that  a 
Greek  book  would  bave  been  intelligible  to  a  Jewish 
congregation  in  Jerusalem.    In  the  Syriac  language  a 
much  greater  number  of  Greek  words  was  adopted, 
than  we  find  in  any  Targara,  or  even  in  the  Talmud : 
jfet,  the  Greek  language  was  so  little  understood  by  tbe 
common  people  in  Syria,  that  tbe  Syrian  fathers,  not 
excepting  Ephrem,   who  lived  at  Edessa,  a  Grecian 
colony,  thought  it  necessary  to  write  in  the  language 
of  the  country*. — As  Dr.  March's   other  arguments 
prove  nothing  more  than  that  the  Greek  language 
was  spoken  by  the  Jews  who  lived  in  tbe  countries  which 
lay  westward  of  Palestine,  and  that  they  who  lived  in 
Jerusalem  might  have  learned  Greek  from  tbe  foreign 
Jews  who  resorted  to  that  city,  it  would  be  useless  to 
attempt  a  confutation  of  them.    To  his  objection,  thart 
St  Matthew's  Gospel,  if  written  in  Hebrew,  (that  is, 
Syro-Chaldee)  would  have  been  confined  in  its  use  to 
a  very  small  district,  I  answer,  that  Syro-Chaldee  was 
spoken  not  only  by  the  Jews  of  Palestine,  but  also  by 
the  Jews  of  Syria  and  Mesopotamia.     In  Arabia  like* 
'  wise  were  many  Jewish  families ;  and  though  Syro- 
Chaldee  was  not  the  language  of  Arabia,  as  it  was  of 
.  Syria  and.  Mesopotamia,  yet  the  Jews  who  settled  there, 
and  brought  with  them  their  Chaldee  paraphrase,  re- 
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faiaed  probably  their  native  language.  Nor  must  we 
forget  that  Arabia  is  the  country,  where  Pantsenus-  is 
said  to  have  seen  the  Hebrew  Gospel  of  St  Matthew 
at  the  end  of  the  second  century ;  whence  we  see  that 
it  continued  in  use  among  the  eastern  Jews  long  after 
the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  and  the  dispersion  of  the 
Jews  of  Palestine. 

if.  St  Matthew  wrote  before  St.  Luke,  whether  in 
the  year  41,  or  49,  is  immaterial,  a  second  reason  for 
supposing  that  he  wrote  in  Hebrew  may  be  sought  in 
the  preface  to  St  Luke's  Gospel.  In  this  preface  St 
Luke,  at  least  as  I  understand  him,  casts  an  indirect 
censure  on  the  Gospels  which  had  been  written  before 
his  own.  Consequently,  St  Matthew's  Gospel,  if  it 
then  existed,  must  have  been  unknown. to  St.  Luke. 
But  this  is  inexplicable  on  any  other  supposition  than 
that  St  Matthew  wrote  in  Hebrew ;  for  had  he  written 
in  Greek,  whether  in  41,  or  49,  his  Gospel  could  not 
have  remained  unknown  to  St  Luke,  who  had  travelled 
with  St  Paul  through  so  many  different  countries,  who 
had  been  with  him  in  Jerusalem,  and  spent  two  years 
in  Csesarea*.  However  I  shall  not  insist  on  this 
argument,  because  it  depends  on  the  supposition 
that  St  Luke  wrote  later  than  St.  Matthew,  which, 
though  admitted  by  Dr.  Masch,  some  authors  have 
denied* 

A  third  probable  argument  may  be  derived  from  the 
quotations  in  St  Matthew's  Gospel  from  the  Old  Tes- 
tament: for  they  more  frequently  agree  with  the  Hebrew 
text,  than  with  the  text  of  the  Septuagiht  *3  as  Jerotn 
has  observed  in  several  places.  Now  this  phenomenon 
cannot  be  better  explained,  than  on  the  hypothesis  that 
St  Matthew  wrote  in  Hebrew,  and  that  his  Greek 
translator  gave  sometimes  a  literal  translation  of  the 
Hebrew  quotations,  but  at  other  times  consulted  the 

*  See  Vol.  I.  ch.  t.  sect  S.  of  this  Introduction* 

VOU  III.  K 
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Scptuagint,  and  quoted  the  passages,  as  they  stood  in 
the  Greek  version 7. 


SECTION  VII. 

Examination  of  the  Objections,  which  have  been  made 
to  the  Opinion,  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Hebrew  \ 

1.  The  first  objection  is,  that  amongst  all  the  writers 
who  have!  asserted  that  St*  Matthew  wrote  in  Hebrew, 
not  one  has  pretended  to  have  actually  seen  and  used 
the  original. 

Now'  there  are  many  books  besides  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel,  which  are  no  longer  extant  in  the  language  in 
which  they  were  written,  and  yet  we  do  not  doubt, 
that  those  books  once  existed.  It  is  surely  not  incre- 
dible that  a  Gospel  written  in  Hebrew  might  dwindle 
into  oblivion,  and  become  gradually  extinct,  after  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem,  and  the  dispersion  of  the 
Hebrew  Jews.  Palestine  ceased  at  the  end  of  the  first 
century  to  be  a  seminary  for  Jewish  converts,  who  un- 
derstood Hebrew:  and  to  the  Greek  Christians,  a 
Hebrew  Gospel  was  of  no  value. 

But  suppose  the  Hebrew  Gospel  continued  several 
centuries  in  existence,  yet,  if  we  except  Origen  and 
Jerom,  perhaps  none  of  the  fathers,  who  have  spoken 
of  this  Gospel,  were  able  to  read  it.  The  objection 
therefore  applies  chiefly,  if  not  entirely  to  Origen  and 
Jerom.  But  Jerom  not  only  declares  that  he  had  seen 
the  Hebrew  Gospel,  which  was  believed  to  be  St.  Mat- 

i  The  exclamation  of  Christ  on  the  cross,  Matth.  xxvii.  46.  Elr, 
Eli,  lama  sabacthani,  is  given  in  the  Sjriac  version,  without  any  in- 
terpretation :  but  in  the  parallel  passage  of  St.  Mark's  Gospel,  an 
interpretation  is-  added  in  the  Syriae  version,  as  well  as  in  the  Greek. 
This  difference  is  not  unworthy  of  notice,  though  I  do  not  think  it 
of  sufficient  importance,  to  ground  an  argument  upon  it. 
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thew's  original,  but  even  that  be  made  a  translation  of 
it  Origen  indeed  rejects  the  Hebrew  Gospel  used  by 
the  Nazarenes,  which  is  the  Gospel  that  Jerom  trans* 
lated,  whence  it  is  inferred  that  in  Origen's  opinion  the 
author  of  it  was  not  an  Apostle.  But  this  inference  is 
liable  to  many  objections :  for  the  Gospel  used  by  the 
Nazarenes,  which  Jerom  translated,  may  have  been 
originally  the  work  of  St.  Matthew,  and  afterwards  so 
corrupted  by  alterations  and  additions,  as  deservedly  to 
lose  all  canonical  authority.  On  this  subject  I  shall  say 
nothing  further  at  present,  because  it  will  be  particularly 
considered  in  one  of  the  following  sections.  But  whe- 
ther it  is  admitted  that  the  Hebrew  Gospel  used  by  the 
Nazarenes  was  originally  the  work  of  St.  Matthew  or 
not,  yet,  if  we  may  credit  the  accounts  of  Eusebius 
and  Jerom,  Pantienus  at  least  saw  it  in  the  hands  of 
the  Christians  in  Arabia  Felix,  a  country  where  we  may 
not  unreasonably  suppose  that  a  Hebrew  Gospel  must 
have  been  longer  preserved  than  in  Palestine  itself  \ 

S.  Another  opinion  is,  that  if  St.  Matthew  wrote  in 
Hebrew,  and  by  Hebrew  is  to  be  understood  the  lan- 
guage spoken  in  Palestine  in  the  time  of  the  Apostles, 
aSyriac  translation  of  the  Greek  Gospel  of  St  Matthew 
would  have  been  wholly  unnecessary  :  for,  as  the  CbaU 
dee  dialect  spoken  in  Jerusalem  differed  from  the  Syriac 
only  in  the  form  of  the  letters  and  in  the  punctuation, 
a  Syrian  need  only  have  learnt  the  Hebrew  characters, 
to  have  understood  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  in  the  ori- 
ginal. 

But  if  St.  Matthew  wrote  in  ancient  Hebrew,  this 
objection  will  not  apply.  And  if  by  Hebrew  we  un- 
derstand Chaldee,  we  must  recollect  that  we  have  a 
Syriac  version  of  the  Chaldee  passages  in  the  book  of 
Daniel.  This  question  I  have  fully  examined  in  the 
sixteenth  section  of  my  Introduction  to  the  Epistle  to 
the  Hebrews,  to  which  I  refer  the  reader  for  further 
information  \ 

*  See  Sect.  4.  of  this  chapter. 
K  2 
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3.  The  third  objection  is,  that  in  St  Matthew's  Gos- 
pel an  interpretation  is  given  of  several  Hebrew  words* 
for  instance,  Ch.  i.  93.  xxvii.  36.  46:  which  would  not 
hare  been  given,  if  St  Matthew  had  written  in  Hebrew 
lor  the  use  of  the  Hebrews. 

Now  if  St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Cbaldee,  an  interpre- 
tation of  Hebrew  words  was  not  improper:  and  in 
whatever  oriental  language  he  wrote,,  his  Greek  trans* 
lator  would  have  added  interpretations  of  the  oriental 
expression,  which  he  retained  in  the  translation,  or 
Greet  readers  would  not  have  understood  them  *• 

4.  The  fourth  objection  is,  that  in  St  Matthew's 
Gospel  passages  of  the  Old  Testament  are  sometimes 
quoted  not  according  to  the  Hebrew  text  but  according 
to  the  Septuagint  text :  for  instance,  Ch.  ii.  18.  iii.  3. 
3v*  4.  6. 

*  •  Now  this  is  a  very  extraordinary  objection,  becaose 
the  passages  of  the  Old  Testament  are  commonly  quoted 
in  this  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrew  text,  as  i» 
observed  by  Jerom,  who  assigns  as  a  reason  for  it,  that 
St  Matthew  wrote  in  Hebrew.  It  is  true,  that  some 
few  quotations  in  the  Greek  Gospel  of  St  Matthew 
agree  with  the  text  of  the  Septuagint  But  this  will 
not  prove  that-  St.  Matthew  himself  wrote  in  Greek 
and  quoted  from  the  Septuagint :  for  Hebrew  quota* 
lions  from  the  Old  Testament  made  in  a  Gospel  written 
originally  in  that  language,  may  sometimes  at  least  have 
been  given  by  a  G  reek  translator  in  the  words  of  the 
Greek  version,  which  was  in  general  use.  Irenseus  cer- 
tainly wrote  in  Greek,  and  quoted  from  the  Greek  test 
of  the  New  Testament :  yet  in  the  Latin  translation  of 
the  works  of  Irenseus,  the  quotations  from  the  New 
Testament,  instead  of  being  verbally  rendered  from  the 
Greek,  are  given  in  the  words  of  the  Latin  version. 
But  if  the  agreement  of  these  quotations  with  the  Latia 
version  will  not  prove  that  Irenasus  wfate  in  Latin,,  nei- 
ther will  the  agreement  of  the  quotations  in  St.  Mat- 
thew's Gospel  with  the  text  of  .the  Greek  version,  prove 
that  St  Matthew  wrote  in  Greek  V 
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5.  Dr.  Masch  objects*  that  in  the  genbalogy  of 
Christ,  in  the  first  chapter  of  St  Matthew's  Gospel, 
the  proper  names  are  written  with  the  orthography  of 
the  Septuagint.  Further,  that  in  several  places,  where 
there  are  do  formal  quotations  from  the  Septuagint,  we 
find  phrases  and  modes  of  expression,  which  were  ma- 
nifestly taken  from  it:  for  instance,  ch.  v.  4.  5.  34. 
vii.  8.  xxi?.  15,  29.  xxv.  36.  compared  with  Isaiah 
lxi.  2.  lx.  8L  IxvL  1.  Prov.  viii.  17.  Dan.  ix.  27. 
IsaL  xiii.  10.  Ezek.  xviii.  7.  ,    » 

Now  I  shall  make  no  objections .  to  these  sevfcn  ex- 
amples (though  I.  do  mot  think  them  happily  chosen, 
for  some  of  them  are  real  quotations,)  because  if  not 
seven  only  but  seventy  passaged  could  be  produced  from 
the  Greek  Gospel  of  St  Matthew,  which  contained 
expressions  used  in  the  Septuagint,  they  would  not 
prove  that  it  was  not  a  translation.  Arguments  of  this 
land  are  merely  neutral  and  prove,  neither  on  the  one 
side,  nor  on  the  other.  They  shew  only  that  the 
person,  who  wrote  the  Greek  Gospel,  was  well  ac- 
quainted with  the  language  of  the  Septuagint :  but  they 
teave  the  question  wholly  undecided  whether  that 
person  was  an  original  writer,  or  only  gave  a  translation 
of  the  work  of  another.  Both  Jews  and  Christians, 
who  lived  in  countries,  where  the  Greek  language  was 
spoken,  and  of  course  read  the  Bible  in  the  Greek 
version*  were  by  daily  habit  so  familiarised  with  its 
expressions,  that  it  would  have  been  hardly  in  their 
power  to  write,  whether  an  original  or  a  translation, 
without  occasionally  introducing  them.  Besides,  four 
of  these  seven  examples  are  taken  from  Christ's  sermon 
on  the  mount,  if  they  prove  therefore,  that  this  dis- 
course in  the  Greek  Gospel  of  St  Matthew  is  not  a 
translation,   they  must  prove  at  the  same  time,  that 
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Christ  delivered  it  in  Greek,  which  is  more  than  Dr. 
.  Masch  himself  would  allow b. . 

With  respect  to  the  first  part  of  this  objection,  that 
the  proper  names  in  the  genealogy  of  Christ  are  written 
as  they  are  in  the  Septuagint,  it  cannot  prove  that  the 
•genealogy  was  written  originally  in  Greek,  unless  it 
can  be  shewn  that  a  translator  in  rendering  from  the 
Hebrew,  must  necessarily  have  retained  the  Hebrew 
orthography.  When  Dr.  Masch  says,  that  a  translator 
could  not  have  written  all  these  proper  names  as  we 
find  them  in  the  first  chapter  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel, 
without  turning  every  instant  to  the  Septuagint,  he 
must  suppose,  that  a  Greek  translator  of  the  Hebrew 
Gospel  in  the  first  century  was  in  the  same  situation  as 
he  or  I  should  be,  if  we  had  to  translate  from  Hebrew 
into  Greek.  But  a  Greek  translator  would  as  readily 
adopt  the  orthography  of  the  Septuagint,  as  a  German 
translator  that  of  Luther's  version :  for  the  Greek  Bible 
wis  to  him,  what  the  German  Bible  is  to  us.  Besides, 
this  objection,  if  valid,  would  prove  too  much :  for  it 
would  apply  also  to  St.  Matthew  himself. 

6.  Dr.  Masch  asserts6,  that  in  St.  Matthew's  Greek 
Gospel  are  found  all  those  qualifications,  which  discover 
a  work  to  be  an  original,  and  which,  without  a  most 
extraordinary  combination  of  circumstances,  are  not  to 
be  expected  in  a  translation.  Most  translations,  be 
Bays,  especially  such  as  are  literal,  instantly  betray 
themselves  as  such  :  and  it  is  not  difficult  to  discover 
even  the  language  from  which  they  were  made,  be- 
cause a  translator  insensibly  adopts  the  modes  of  ex- 

* 

»  At  the  Aramaean  words,  which  occur  in  Christ's  discourses,  are 
expressed  in  our  Greek  Gospels  according  to  the  punctuation  of  the 
Chaldee  dialect,  which  was  spoken  in  Jerusalem,  and  was  more 
refined  than  the  Syriac,  we  must  conclude  that,  though  the  latter 
dialect  was  spoken  in  Galilee,  the  former  was  used  by  Christ,  which 
was  probably  owing  to  the  circumstance,  that  both  Joseph,  and  Mary 
came  out  of  Judaea. 
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pression,  which  are  peculiar  to  the  language  from  which 
he  translates. 

Now  one  should  suppose  from  this  objection,  that 
the  Greek  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew  was  written  in  such 
pore  language  as  to  discover  no  marks  of  a  Hebrew 
idiom :  for  otherwise  the  objection  is  wholly  inapplicable 
in  the  present  instance.  But  it  is  so  well  known  that 
the  Greek  Gospel  of  St  Matthew  abounds  with  Hebrew 
idioms,  that  it  would  be  a  waste  of  time  to  produce 
examples  d.  Even  were  it  written  in  the  purest  Greek, 
its  language  would  be  no  absolute  proof  that  it  .was  not* 
a  translation  :  for  there  are  some,  though  not  many, 
translations,  which  are  so  well  executed,  that  they 
might  easily  pass  for  originals*  —On  the  other  hand,  it 
must  not  be  understood,  that  the  hebraizing  language 
in  St  Matthew's  Gospel  affords  a  positive  argument 
for  a  Hebrew  original,  since  St.  Matthew  himself 
would  not  have  written  in  pure  Greek.  Though  I  deny 
therefore  Dr.  Masch's  inference,-  1  do  not,  from  his 
premises  alone,  infer  the  contrary. . 

7.  The  seventh  -objection  is,  that  no  translation  ever 
was  made  without  some  few  mistakes  ;  but  that  no  one 
can  shew  any  such  pristakes  in  the  Greek  Gospel  of  St 
Matthew. 

But  this  objection  proves  nothing  :  for  if  the  Greek 
Gospel  is  a  translation,  the  original  is  lost :  and  therefore 

«  The  Greek  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew  hebraizes  in  a  roach  greater 
degree  than  the  writings  of  St.  Luke  and  St.  Paul,,  than  the  .Gospel 
and  Epistles  of  St.  Jolm,  and  the  Epistles  of  St.  Peter  and  Jalnes. 
It  has  even  more  Hebraisms  than  many  books  of  the  Septuagint ;  for 
instance,  the  Proverbs  of  Solomon,  and  the -five  books  of  Moses, 
though  the  latter  are  a  very  close  translation  from  the  Hebrew.  The 
Apocalypse,  though  it  contains  more  violations  of  the  rules  of  gram- 
mar, yet  is  written  in  such  flowing  language,  and  has  so  much  both 
of  the  beautiful  and  the  sublime,  as  to  put  it  out  of  all  competition,' 
as  far  as  die  excellence  of  composition  is  concerned,  with  St.  Mat- 
thew** Gospel.  The  only  book. of  the  New  Testament,  which  is 
written  in  worse  Greek,  is  the  Gospel  of  St.  Mark :  and  this  i«t 
•wing  rather  to  other  causes,  than  to  the  number  of  Hebraisms. 
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a  comparison  between  them,  which  aloae  can  determine 
the  question,  cannot  take  place. 

8.  The  eighth  objection  is,  that  the  Greek  lathers 
quote  the  Greek  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  as  an  inspired 
book,  and  with  such  confidence,  as  implies  that,  not-* 
withstanding  their  declarations  that  St  Matthew,  wrote 
in  Hebrew,  they  really  believed  that  they  were  using 
the  words,  which  proceeded  from  the  pen  of  the  Evan-i 
gelist  . 

To  this  objection  I  answer  that  the .  Greek  fathers 
quoted  the  septuagint  as  an  inspired  work,  and  with  as 
much  confidence  as  they  quoted  the  Greek  Gospel. 
They  who  hive  not  access  to  an  original  must  be  con* 
tented  with  a  translation :  and,  as  some  of  them  believed 
in  the  present  instance  that  the  translation  was .  made 
by  an  inspired  writer,  they  entertained  no  doubt  of  its 
accuracy9. 

9.  Lastly,  as  a  proof  that  St  Matthew  wrote  in 
Greek,  it  is  alleged  that  the  Greek  Gospel  already 
existed,  when  St  Mark  wrote.  .In  support  of  thi^ 
position  Dr.  Masche  has  produced  the  following  ex- 
ample.   .  The  text  of  the  Septuagint  at  Zecb.  xiii.  7/ 

is  liaraSfltt  r«c  irotjucvag,  juu  uancaaart  ra  Trpofiara  :   but 

in  St  Matthew's  Gospel,  ch.  xxvi.  SI.  the  passage  is 

quoted  thus,    llara&tf  rov  irof/ucvo,    jau  $ca<nropirta&f<r€rat 

ra  irpc&ara  mc  irot/iviic>  and  these  very  words  are  used 
likewise  by  St  Mark,  ch.  xiv.  27.  with  exception  to 
rirc  Toi/uvnc,  which  St  Mark  has  not.  This  deviation 
of  the  two  Evangelists  from  the  Septuagint,  and  their1 
verbal  agreement  with  each  other,  Dr.  Masch  Considers 
as  a  proof,  that  St  Mark  copied  from  the  Greek  Gospel 
of  St.  Matthew. 

To  this  objection  I  answer  that,  though  the  text  of 
the  Septuagint  quoted  by  Dr.  Masch  from  Zech.  xiii.  7. 
which  is  that  of  the  Roman  edition,  is  very  different 
from  the  quotation  made  in  the  Gospels  of  St  Matthew 
and  St  Mark,  it  is  by  no  means  improbable  that  in 

*  Pag.  36. 
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the  time  of  the  Apostles  there  existed  copies  of  the 
Septuagint,  in  which  no*  such  ..difference  .was  .visible; 
The  various  readings  still  existing  at  this  passage  justify 
the  conjecture :  for  instead  of  jraragarc  r«c  troi^ev<tc, 
rat  uunraffoxt  ra  frpotara,  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  has 

wwraXpv  rwirotfuva, *ot  Staerico^fl-jatfqaovTai  ra  irpo£arai»i|C 

woipvne.  The  difference  between  this  text  and  that  of 
the  Greek  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew  is  not  so  material: 
it  consists  chiefly  between  nwagw  and  irara£ovf,  for 
hoffmpviaQnmvraL  is  found  in  several  MSS  both  in  St 
Matthew's  and  in  9t  Mark's  Gpspel.  Further,  this 
reading  is  quoted  by  Flaminius  Nobilius  (and  moreover 
without .  r*c  iroqiinic,  which  is  omitted  by  St  Mark)> 
among  the  various  readings  to  the  Septuagint :  it  is 
confirmed  by  the  Aldine.  and  Complutensian  editions, 
and  other  authorities,  which  may  be  seen  in  the  si$th 
volume  of  the  London  Polyglot  It  is  therefore  pot 
improbable  that  in  St.  Mark's  copy  of  the  Septuagint, 
the  passage  inZecbariah  was  worded  as  be  has  quoted 
it:  and  therefore  his  agreement  in  this  instance  with  the 
Greek  Gospel  of  St  Matthew  will  not  prove  th*t  he 
from  it 
On  the  other  hand,  if  the  reading  iraragars  rsg  vot* 
ptvacj  *•  T*  X-  and  no  other,  was  in  the  copies  of  the 
Septuagint  in  the  first  century,  it  follows  that  the  quo* 
tations  from  Zech.  xiii.  7.  as  we  find  it  both  in  Matth. 
xxvi.  31.  and.  Mark  xiv.  27.  was  taken  not  from  the 
Septuagint,  but  from  thfe  Hebrew  Bible.  Indeed 
Tor«£ar<  r»c  iroi^cvac,  in  the.  plural  number,  would  not 
have  suited  the  purpose,  for  which  the  quotation  was 
made :  for  Christ,  who.  made  it  at  the  time  when  he  was 
seized,  applied  it  to  himself,  who  was  the  shepherd  that 
was  smitten,  as  the  Apostles  were  the  sheep  of  the  flock, 
that  were  scattered  abroad    It  is  true,  that  two  separate 

* 

f  In  the  Arabic  version  of  Zechariah,  which  was  made  from  the 
Septuagint,  we  find  w*£l,  which  may  denote  either  *«ra£»  or 
w«ro£*p,  according  as  it  is  pointed.  - 
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$  beauty/  and  jco*/u>c  has  likewise"  this  sense,  that  the 
translation  in  question  was  occasioned  by  a  too  literal 
adherence  to  the  original.    Now   all  the  kingdoms, 
which  existed  in  Palestine  in  the  tirtte  of  Christ,  could 
be  seen  from  the  top  of  Mount  Nebo  ° :  St  Matthew 
therefore  meant  alUhe  kingdoms  of  Palestine,  Ubjeh 
bis  translator  converted,  into,  all  the  kingdoms  of  the 
world.*— Gh.  v.  18.  wc«v  wavta  y&nrrai  is  not  very 
intelligible,  for  the  question  relates  to  the  laws  of  God, 
and  the  laws  of  God  are  not  universally  fulfilled*    Pep- 
haps  the  words  of  i  the  original  were  bsSl  TWV*  O  i?, 
which  are  capable  of  a  different  translation  from  *«*c  av 
vmra  ymrrag;  for  TV  may  denote  '  for  ever/  and.  'J* 
if  ,nV  was  used  in  the  preceding  clause,  would  signify 
'  but.'  The  meaning  therefore  of  Christ  was,  *  As  long 
as  heaven  and  ear^h  remain,  they  shall  not  be  abolished, 
but  every  thing  shall  be  executed  ?.'■*- Ch.  v.  48.  rn\&k 
is  somewhat  obscure.    A  word  expressive  of  peace  or 
reconciliation,  would  be  more  suitable  to  the  context, 
than  a  word  expressive  of  perfection.  Perhaps  O'Sfab' 
was  used  in  the  original,  which  admits  both  senses.— 4- 
Ch.  viii.  28,  £</•  mention  is  made  of  two  demoniacs* 
whereas  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke  mention  only  one* 
Now,  if  the  dialect,  in  which  St.  Matthew  wrote,  was 
the  Syriac,  this  contradiction  may  be  ascribed  to  the 
translator.    For  in  Syriac,  when  a  noun  is  in  what  is 
called  the  Status  empbaticus,  it  has  the  very  same 
orthography  in  the  singular,  as  it  has  in  the  plural  * ;  and 
even  in  the  verb,  the  third  person  plural  is  sometimes 
written  like  the  third  person  singular,  without  the  Van, 
namely  1&jp  for  o\  $  n.     However  I  shall  not  insist  oil 
this  explanation,  because  I  much  doubt  whether  St 
Matthew  wrote  in  Syriac 7.— Ch.  ix.  1 8.  Jairus  says  of 
his  daughter  apn  crcXcvriprs,   '  she  is  already  dead/ 
whereas,  according  to  St  Mark,  he  says  e^arwQ  c^u, 

4  she  is  at  the  point  of  death,  and  receives  the  fiVst 

i  • 

'  See  Deut.  xxxiv.  1—34.  From  the  top  of  Nebo,  even  Mofint 
Sinai  may  be  dUcejaed* ' 
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intelligence  of  teir  death,  ai  he  wis  returning  home 
accompanied  by  Christ  Various  artifkes  have  been 
used  by.  the  harmonists  to  reconcile  this  contradiction* 
and. with  very  little  success:  but  as  soon  da  we  reflect 
en.  the  words,  which  muffl  have  stood  in  the  original* 
aU  difficulty  vanishes  «TO  this  bead,  for  fillD  niTJf 
may  signify  either  ■*  she  is  now  dead/  or  €  she  is  now 
dying."  St  Matthew's  translator  rendered  .the  word 
according  to  the  former  punctuation,  whereas  be  ought 
rather  to  have  adopted  the  latter,  as  appears  from  what 
fe  related  by  the  two  other  Evangelists  V-Ch.  xi.  1SL 
i  jSamXaa  raw  *pmk>v  foalitm  is  so  harsh  and  obscure, 
and  the  expression  used  by  >  St  Luke p  on  the  same  oc- 
casion, *  (5*<nXua  rs  &*8  tvayytAt&rttt  is  so  easy  and 
natural,  that  there  is  reason  to  doubt,  whether  St.  Matt 
thew%  ordinal  was  in  this  passage  rendered  properly; 
Mow  **ayyt\iC<*>  is ;  in  Hebrew  Ttjyft  ;  hut  if  this  word 
be  written  *IDS  with  Sameeh  instead  of  Sin,  as  it  is  in 
Syfiao^  a  translator  might  render  it  by  /3ta£w,  especially 
if-  DOR  'followed  in  the  same  sentence.  ,  Eor  both.  TD3 
aod  DSTT  signify,  lv  Gnutfuj  fait,  2.  Fiolavit ;  and  the 
corresponding  Arabic  worck*^  signifies  abo  imtempeithve 
fecit,  and  trim  intulit:  fT  theft  St.  Matthew  wrote 
TthtT  DDH  UMffl  -jDUn-D'DtPn  maVo,  the  translator 
might  explain  "1D2  by  tJQTl,  and'  consequently  render 

the  thtfce  Wdrdft  by  rj  fiamXua  rwv  s/>av*>v  {3ta&r*t,  I  will 

not  affirm  however  that  this  solution  is  the  true  one,  aa 
it  is  rather  too  artificial.— Ch.  xxi,  9S><<*pvk  XijVov,  «  he 
dog  a  wme  press/  is  an  incorrect  expression,  for  it  wae 
properly  the  irrroXrjviov  which  was  dug,  and  hence  St 
Mark  *  has  wpv^tp  viroXi?vtov,  which  is  correct.  St  Mat* 
thew  wrote  probably  hp*  3¥fV  ftn  expression  used  by 
Isaiah,  ah.  v.  2.  on  which  I  refer  the  reader  to  Lowth's 
note  on  that  verse. — Ch.  xxi.  41.  Xtysmv  awry  seems  to 
be  a  false  reading,  not  only  because  the  words  which 
follow  were,  according  to  St  Mark,  uttered  by  Christ, 
bat  because  it  is  improbable  that  the  Jewish  priests 

• 

»Ch.  xvi.  16.  .  *Ch.  xii.  !*..■:•• 
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who  certainly  understood  the  import  of  the*  parable, 
which  Christ  had  just  delivered  to  them,  would  have 
answered  muts?  jcaicwc  airoXtau  avrsg,  and  from  the  ao 
count  given  by  St  Lu  ke  it  appears  that  they  actually  gave 
a  very  different  answer r.  Id  this  passage  therefore  St 
Matthew  wrote  probably  IDttl)  '  he  said/  which  was 
mistaken  for  TiQN'1  c  they  said,9  perhaps  by  the  tran- 
scriber, who  wrote  the  copy,  from  which  the  Greek 
translation  was  made.  Further,  if  this  mistake  was 
made  in  the  verse  in  question,  the  translator  must  have 
considered  IQtfM  ver.  42.  not  as  a  continuation  of 
Christ's  discourse,  but  as  a  reply  to  what  the  Jewish 
priests  had  said.  Perhaps  objections  may  be  made  to 
this  solution :  but  I  know  of  no  other  method  of  re* 
conciling  in  this  instance,  St  Matthew  with  St.  Mark 
and  St.  Luke,  and  it  is  surely  better  to  suppose  that 
St  Matthew's  translator  made  a  mistake,  than  to  ascribe 
the  mistake  to  the  Evangelist  himself.  It  is  true  that 
the  difficulty  may  be  removed  by  saying  that  Xcytotv 
avry  is  an  interpolation  :  but  for  this  assertion  we  have 
no*  authority,  since  these  words  are  found  in  all  the 
Greek  manuscripts,  except  the  Codex  Leicestrensis, 
which  cannot  be  put  in  competition  with  the  united  evi- 
dence of  all  other  manuscripts. 
•  To  the  example  which  now  follows  I  believe  no 
objection  will  be  made.  Immediately  after  Christ  was 
fastened  to  the  cross  ',  they  gave  him,  according  to  St* 
Matthew,  ch.  xxvii.  34.  vinegar  mingled  with  gall,  but 
according  to  St  Mark,  ch.  xv.  23.  they  offered  him 
wine  mingled  with  myrrh.  Here  is  a  manifest  contra- 
diction, and  of  course  in  one  of  the  two  accounts  there 
must  be  an  inaccuracy.  That  St  Mark's  account  is 
the  right  one  is  probable  from  the  circumstance,  that 


r  Axttrom?  h  mrot*  pit  ytioiro. 

•  .  « 

•What  is  now  the  object  of  consideration  must  be  carefully 
distinguished  from  that  which  took  place  several  hours  afterward*, 
shortly  before  Christ  expired. 
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Christ  refused  to  drink  what  was  offered  him,  as  appears 

both  from  Mattb.  xxvii.  34.  and  Mark  xv.  23.     Wine 

mixed  with  myrrh  was  given  to  malefactors  at  the  place 

of  execution,  in  order  to  intoxicate  them,  and  make 

them  less  sensible  to  pain.     Christ  therefore  with  great 

propriety  refused  the  aid  of  such  remedies.     But,  if 

vinegar  was  offered  him,  which  was  taken  merely  to 

assuage  thirst,  there  could  be  no  reason  for  his  rejecting 

it    Besides,  he  tasted  it,    before  he  rejected  it,  and 

therefore  he  must  have  found  it  different  from  that 

which,  if  offered  to  him,  he  was  ready  to  receive.    To 

solve  this  difficulty  we  must  suppose  that  the  words 

used  in  the  Hebrew  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew  were  such, 

as  agreed  with  the  account  given  by  St  Mark,  and  at 

the  same  time  were  capable  of  the  construction,  which 

was  put  upon  them  by  St.  Matthew's  Greek  translator* 

Nor  is  it  difficult  to  conjecture  what  these  words  were. 

Suppose  St   Matthew  wrote  *  ifinDIl  W^fT,  whicir 

signifies  '  sweet  wine  with  bitters,9  or  *  sweet  wine  and 

myrrh,9  as  we  find  it  in  St.  Mark,  and  St.  Matthew's 

translator  overlooked  the  Jod  in  tt'l?n,  he  took  it  for 

xbn  °  which  signifies  '  vinegar :'  and  '  bitter*  he  trans* 

lated  by  \°^f  **  *'  ™  °^en  rendered  in  the  Septuagint. 

Nay  St  Matthew  may  have  written  K^n,  and  have  still 

meant  to  express  '  sweet  wine ;'  if  so,  the  difference 

consisted  only  in  the  points,  for  the  same  word  ttbn, 

*  I  here  write  the  words  in  Chaldee  $  to  make  them  Hebrew  we 
need  on!  j  substitute  n  for  *• 

•  MvTI  in  Chaldee,  Jl^  in  Syriac,  and  j£.  in  Arabic,  sig- 
nify acetum.  In  Hebrew  the  word  would  be  written  iTTT  Further 
¥on  in  Chaldee  and  Syriac,  as  well  as  ^J^    in  Arabic,  signifies 

dukUJttit.    Hence  vbn,    and  in  the  status  emphaticus  N^Tf,  may 

•  •  • 

■ignify  xrinvm  dulce.  In  Latin,  Dulcia  is  particularly  used  to  denote 
vine  mixed  with  myrrh.  See  Brissonius  de  Verborum  Significatione, 
p.  365. 
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wbi&h,  when  pronounced  Hal£,  signifies  f  sweety'  de- 
notes, aa  soon  as  we  pronounce  it  Hala,  ?  vinegar/ 
The  translator  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  misunderstood 
the  words  of  the  original ;  but  St  Mark,  who  had  been 
better  informed  by  St  Peter,  has  given  the  true  ac- 
count10. 

Other  contradictions,  which  the  harmonists  have  not 
been  able  to  reconcile,  might  perhaps  be  removed  in 
the  same  manner :  rand  by  shewing  that  the  discordancies 
arose,  not  from  St  Matthew  himself  but  from  his 
translator,  objections  may  be  answered,  which  have 
been  made  both  to  the  inspiration  of  the  Apostles,  and 
to  the  Christian  religion  itself.  For  instance,  if  it  be 
true,  that  the  reading  &«  r«  vpo+nrB  Hem**,  Matth.  xiii. 
35.  on  which  Porphyry  grounded  one  of  his  objections, 
be  genuine  in  respect  to  the  Greek  Gospel,  and  from 
Jerom's  answer  we  must  really  conclude  that  it  was 
found  iq  most  of  the  Greek  manuscripts  in  his  time, 
it  is  possible  that  the  reading  is  not  genuine  in  respect 
to  the  Hebrew  original,  for  it  is  possible  that  H<r<ua  waa 
added  by  the  Greek  translator  who  might  have  borrowed 
it  from  the  14th  verse.  An  author,  who  quote*  a 
passage,  may  be  reasonably  expected  to  knpw  from  what 
book  he  quotes  it ;  but  the  same  knowledge  is  not 
always  to  be  expected  from  a  translator. 
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SECTION  IX. 

Of  the  Hebrew  Gospel  used  by  the  Nazarenes  and  the 
Ebkmtes :  and  whether  this  Gospel,  in  its  Primitive 
State,  was  the  Hebrew  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew. 

The  question,  whether  the  Hebrew  Gospel  used  by 
the  Nazarenes  was  written  by  St.  Matthew,  must 
not  be  confounded  with  the  question,  whether  St  Mat- 
thew wrote  a  Hebrew  Gospel ;  though  the  latter  be 
true,  the  former  may  not,  since  it  is  possible  that  more 
than  one .  Hebrew  Gospel  was  composed.  We  must 
likewise  distinguish  the  Gospel  of  the  Nazarenes  in  the 
state,  in  which  it  was  known  to  the  Fathers  of  the 
third  and  fourth  centuries,  from  the  original  state  of 
this  Gospel :  for  in  its  original  state  it  may  have  been 
the  work  of  St  Matthew,  and  yet  have  been  afterwards 
so  interpolated  and  corrupted,  as  to  be  no  longer  the 
same  Gospel  \  The  question  therefore  to  be  examined 
is,  whether  the  Gospel  of  the  Nazarenes  was  originally 
the  same  as  the  Hebrew  Gospel  written  by  St  Mat- 
thew. 

Among  the  various  writers  on  this  subject,  I  would 
particularly  recommend  Simon  Histoire  critique  da 
teste  du  N.  T.  ch.  7,  8.  where  the  question  is  an- 
swered in  the  affirmative.  On  the  other,  side  may  be 
read  Maii  Examen  historiee  critics,  cap.  7,  8:  but 
Maius  was  rather  a  zealous  adversary,  than  a  calm  con- 
futer  of  Simon,  for  he  argued  chiefly  from  the  inter- 
polations in  the  Gospel  of  the  Nazarenes,  which  Simon 
had  already  acknowledged  as  such,  and  consequently 
not  written  by  St  Matthew.  Further  may  be  -con- 
sulted Mill's  Prolegomena,  §  42 — 49,  and  particularly 

*  This  distinction  removes  likewise  an  objection  to  the  opinion 
that  St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Hebrew,  drawn  from  the  difference  be. 
tween  the  Gospel  of  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Greek  Gospel  of  St. 
Matthew. 
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Dr.  Masch's  treatise  on  the  original  language  of  St. 
Matthew's  Gospel,  where  the  question  is  examined  with 
so  much  the  more  minuteness,  as  it  afforded  the  author 
an  opportunity  of  attacking  the  opinion,  that  St  Mat- 
thew wrote  in  Hebrew,  on  itd  weakest  side.     On  the 
Nazarenes  and  the  E  bio  rates*  Epiphanius  has  written  in 
his  29th  and  30th  Heresy ;  but  as  the  accounts  given 
by  this  Greek  Father  stand  io  reed  of  critical  correc- 
tions, the  reader  would  do  welt  to  consult  at  the  Same 
time.Mo?heim  de  rebus  Christiantatun  ante  Constan- 
ts u  in  Magnum,  p.  S24— 332,  and  Walcb's  History  of 
tiie  Heretics  *,  Vol.  i.  y*>9& — IS*.     So  much  aa,is  ne- 
cessary for  the  examination  of  the  present  question  I 
will  deliver  as  concisely*  as  possible. 
•   Both  the  Nazarenes  and  Ebionites  were  Christians  of 
Jewish  origin,  who  lived  for  the  most  part  to  the  east 
of  Jordan  and  the  Orontes ;  and  the  principal  city  .of 
the  Nazareoes  was  Fella.     The  Nazarenes  retained  the 
name,  which  was  originally  borne,  not. by  a  single  sect, 
but  by  the  followers  of  Christ  in  general7 ;  the  Ebionites 
derived  their  name  either  from  the  Hebrew  word  Ebion, 
which  .signifies  '  poor/  or,  as  some  have  thought,  from 
a  founder  of  the  name  of  Ebion  \     Both  sects  .were 
itearfy  allied  to  each .  other,  but  on  some  points  they 
differed.  :  The  Nazarenes  are  iaid  .to  have  rejected  the 
four  Gospels  received  by  the  chjtfch;  ajad  the  Ebionites 
still  more  books  of  the  New  Testament     But  as  the 
Nazarenes  did  >npt  understand  Greek,  they  i  could  not 
have  used. the  Greek   Gospels  of  Matthew,   Mark, 
Luke*  and  John;  and  therefore  we  should  rather  say, 
that  .the  four  Greek  Gospels  were  not  io  use  among 
the  Nazarenes,  than  that  they  actually  rejected  them  : 
though  'on  the  other,  hand  it  is  not  improbable  that 
they  were  prejudiced  against  Gospels,  which  tb€y  did 
not  understand,  as  sopie  of  the  Greek  Fathers,  for  this 
very  reason,  were  prejudiced  against  the  Hebrew  Gospel, 
which  the  Nazarenes   used.      Among  the  Ebionites, 
there  were  several  who  understood  Greek v :  their  motive 

y  See  Acta  xxiv.  5. 
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therefore  for  rejecting  many  books,  which  we  receive, 

could  be  no  other,  than  that  they  contained  doctrines, 

which   were  not  compatible  with  their  own  system. 

Both  sects  made  use  of  a  Hebrew  Gospel,  which  was 

called  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  but  which  contained 

many  passages. not  found  in  the  Greek  Gospel  of  St. 

Matthew.     Both  sects  agreed  in  retaining  the  Levitical 

law%  at  the  same  time  that  they  professed  themselves 

followers  of  Christ :  but  they  differed  from  each  other 

ia  this  respect,  that  the  Ebkmites  considered  Christ  as 

a  mere  man,  whereas  the  Nazarenes,  if  not  all,  at  leaat 

some  of  them,  are  said  to  have  ascribed  to  him  a  divine 

origin.     According  to  Mosheini  and  Walch,  these  two 

sects  began  in  the  second  century  * :  and  at  the  end  of 

the  fifth  century,  they  appear  to  have  been  extinct. 

Jerom,  who  wrote  at  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century; 

describes  the  Nazarenesras  a  sect  then  existing*  but  after 

his  time  they  are  not  mentioned  in  ecclesiastical  history. 

It  is  true,  that  a  sect  called  Nasineans  existed  at  Perrha 

on  the  Euphrates  in  the  beginning  of  the  sixth  century: 

hot  they  were  totally  different  from  the  Nazarenes,  for 

they  derived  their  name,  not  from  Nazareth,  but  from 

the  Nasiraans  of  the  Old  Testament,  and  were  a  sat 

of  superstitious  monks,  who  made  it  a  ruli  never  to 

eat  or  drink,  except  at  the  sacrament  of  the  Lord's 

supper,  which  however  they  repeated  so  frequently  every 

day,  as  to  secure  themselves  from  the  danger  of  dying 

either  through  hunger  or  thirst  V    This  sect  therefore 

most  be  carefully  distinguished  from  the  Nazarenes, 

who  are  the  subject  of  inquiry  in  this  section. 

Though  both  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Ebionites  had 
a  Hebrew  Gospel,  Which  was  called  the  Gospel  of  St* 


*  The  Ebionites  were  however  more  Jealous  in  this  respect  than 
the  Nas&renes,  for  tfyey  insisted  On  the  observance  not  only  of  the 
htm  of  Moses,  but  likewise  of  all  the  additions  which  lid  beea 
nitde  to  it  by  the  Rabbins. .  

*  See  Assemani'Hibl.  Orient.  Tom.  I.  p,  412% 
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Matthew,  it  is  possible  that  the  Gospel  used  by  the 
former  differed  materially  from  that  which  was  used  by 
the  latter.  Our  accounts  of  both  are  very  imperfect, 
but  of  the  two  we  have  the. most  knowledge  of  that 
which  was  used  by  the  Nazarenes.  Jerom,  who  not- 
only  read,  but  copied  and  translated  it,  relates  that  it 
was  written  with  Hebrew  letters,  but  in  the  Chaldee 
dialect b.  The  circumstance  that  it  was  written  with 
Hebrew  letters  was  undoubtedly  the  cause  of  its  being 
so  little  known  to  the  Syrians,  who  would  have  un- 
derstood it,  if  it  had  been  written  with  Syriae  chap 
racters. 

It  has  been  supposed,  though  perhaps  without  suffi- 
cient reason,  that  Tatian,  an  Assyrian  writer  of  the 
second  century,  made  use  of  the  Gospel  of  the  Naza- 
renes, in  composing  his  harmony,  which  is  generally 
called  Swt  rtaaapw,  but  sometimes  Sia  ttivte,  on  the  sup- 
position that  it  Was  composed  out  of  five  Gospels c. 
Were  the  supposition  grounded,  the  Harmony  of 
Tatian,  and  the  Commentary,  which  Ephrem  wrote  on 
itd,  would  be  of  some  importance  in  the  present  in- 
quiry: but  neither  of  these  works  aire  now  extant1. 
Tatian  omitted  the  genealogy  of  Christ,  because,  as 
some  say,  he  was  a  Docete :  but  be  might  have  omitted 


*  In  Evangelio  juxta  Hebraeos,  quod  Chaldaico  quidem  Syroque 
sermone,  sed  Hebraicis  Uteris  scriptum  est,  quo  utuntur  usque  hodie 
Nazareni,  secundum  Apostolos,  sire,  ut  plerique  autumant,  juxta 
Matthaeum,  quod  et  in  Caesariensi  habetur  bibliotheca,  narrat  hia- 
toria,  &c.  Hieronym.  adv.  Pelagianos,  Lib.  III.  Tom.  iv.  p.  533. 
ed.  Martianay.  When  therefore  the  same  Father,  in  his  Note  to 
Matth.  xii.  13.  says,  In  Evangelio  quo  utuntur  Nazareni  et  Ebionitse 
quod  nuper  in  Graecum  de  Hebrseo  sermone  transtulimus,  et  quod 
vocatur  a  plerisque  Matthaet  authenticura,  &c.  it  is  evident  that  he 
used  the  word  Hebrew  in  its  most  extensive  sense,  so  as  to  include 
also  the  Chaldee. 

6  Simon  Hist,  crit  du  texte  du  N.  T.  Ch.  VII.  p.  74.  Fabricii 
Codex  apocryphus  Nov.  Test.  Tom.  I.  p.  379.  Beausobre  Histoire 
du  Manicheisme,  Tom.  I.  p.  303,  304*. 

*  Assemani  BibL  Orient.  Tom.  IJI.  P.  1.  379. 
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it  on  the  authority  of  the  Hebrew  Gospel.  This  how- 
ever is  only  conjecture.  It  is  more  certain  that  Origen 
was  acquainted  with  this  Gospel,  for  he  has  sometimes 
quoted  it  in  his  Commentary  on  St*  Matthew 6 :  but 
he  did  not  receive  it  as  the  genuine  work  of  an 
Apostle. 

Jerom  found  a  copy  of  this  Gospel,  which  in  his 
time  appears  even  in  Palestine  to  have  become  scarce, 
in  the  library  of  Cssarea,  which  had  been  formed  by 
the  martyr  Pamphilus.  Another  copy  was  lent  him  by 
the  Nazarenes  at  Beroea  in  Syria,  the  city  which  is  now 
called  Aleppo*.  This  copy  Jerom  transcribed*,  and 
translated  into  Latin 7 :  bis  translation  however,  as  well 
as  the  original;  is  unfortunately  lost.  After  the  time 
of  Jerom  no  ecclesiastical  writer  appears  to  have  used 
or  even  to  have  seen  the  Gospel  of  the. Nazarenes :  the 
sect  itself  dwindled  gradually  away,  and  consequently 
their  Gospel,  which  few  persons  could  read,  fell  by 
degrees  into  oblivion.  Single  copies  were  probably 
preserved  for  some  time  in  different  libraries ;  but  few 
public  libraries  in  the  East  escaped  the  ravages  of  the 
flames  on  the  invasion  of  the  Saracens,  and  the  copies, 
which  remained  in  private  families,  were  probably 
thrown  aside  as  unintelligible  and  useless,  as  soon  as 
their  value  was  forgotten.  It  is  probable  therefore  that 
no  other  traveller  into  Asia  will  have  the  same  success 
at  Aleppo,  as  Jerom. 

In  examining  the  Gospel  of  the  Nazarenes,  one  of 
the  6rst  questions  which  occur  is,  whether  it  had  the 
two  chapters,  with  which  the  Greek  Gospel  of  St 
Matthew  commences.  Epiphanius.  who  was  born  in 
Palestine,  and  therefore  had  the  best  means  of  infor- 

•  Thai  Aleppo  and  Beroea  are  one  and  the  same  city,  appears 
from  the  accounts  of  the  Syrian  writers  of  the  sixth  century,  who 
relate  of  Aleppo  what  contemporary  Greek  historians  relate  of  Berce. 
See  the  geographical  Index  to  the  second  volume  of  Assemani  Bibl. 
Oriental!*,  and  consult  the  passages  to  which  reference  is  there  made. 

'  Hieronym.  de  Vir,  illustr.-Tom.  IV.  p.  102.  ed.  Martianay. 
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renes,  and  consequently  that  it  contained  the  second 
chapter  u. 

The  Gospel  of  the  Nazarenes  had,  on  the  other  hand, 
many  passages,  which  are  not  in  our  Greek  Gospel  of 
St.  Matthew.  For  instance,  ch.  iii.  Ecce  mater  domini 
et  fratres  ejus  dicebant  ipsi  Joannes  Baptista  baptizat 
in  remissionem  peccatorum :  eamus  et  baptizemur  ab 
eo.  Dixit  autem  eis ;  quid  peccavi,  ut  vadam 'et  bap- 
tizer  ab  eo,  nisi  forte  hoc  ipsum  quod  dixi  ignorantia 
estg.  After  the  account  of  Christ's  baptism  follows, 
Factum  est  autem  cum  ascendisset  dominus  de  aqua, 
descendit  fons  oinnis  Spiritus  sancti,  et  requievit  super 
eum.  Et  dixit  ille,  fill  mi,  in  omnibus  prophetis  ex- 
pectabam  te,  ut  venires,  et  requiescerem  in  te :  tu  enim 
08  requies  mca,  tu  es  filius  meus  primogenitus,  qui 
regnas  in  sempiternumb.  At  ch.  xii.  10.  the  man  with 
a  withered  hand  says,  Coementarius  eram,  manibus 
victum  quaeritans :  precor  te,  Jesu,  ut  mihi  restituas 
sanitatem,  ne  turpiter  mendicem  cibos '.  At  ch.  xviii. 
21,  22.  the  text  was.  worded  thus,  Si  peccaverit  frater 
tuus  in  verbo,  et  satis  tibi  fecerit,  septies  in  die  suscipe 
ilium.  *  Dixit  illi  Simon  discipulus  ejus  :  septies  in  die  ? 
Respondit  Dominus  et  dixit  ei:  etiam  ego  dico  tibi, 
usque  septuagesies.  Etenim  in  prophetis  quoque,  post- 
qljam  uncti  sunt  Spiritu  sancto,  inventus  est  sermo  pec- 
catK  In  ch.  xxvii.  is  the  following  relation :  Dominus 
autem,  cum  dedisset  sindonem  servo  sacerdotis,  ivit  ad 
Jacobum,  et  apparuit  ei.  Juraverat  enim  Jacobus  se 
non  comesturum  panem  ab  ilia  hora,  qua  biberat  calioem 
Domini,  donee  viderat  eum  resurgentem  a  dormien- 
tibus  '*.  And  soon  after  this  passage  is,  Adferte,  ait 
Dominus  mensam  et  panem. — Tulit  panem  et  bene- 
dixit  ac  fregit,  et  post  dedit  Jacobo  Justo,  et  dixit  ei, 
frater  mi  comede  panem  tuum,  quia  resurrexit^  filius 

«■ 

r  Hieronym.  adv.  Pelagianoa,  Lib.  III. 

*  Hieronym.  Lib.  IV.  Comment,  in  Jesaiam,  cap*  11. 

t  Hieronym.  Comment,  in  Matthaeum. 
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hominis  a  dormientibus i\  In  the' 28th  chapter '{was 
likewise  a  passage  relative  to  Christ's  appearance  to 
Peter,  which  Ignatius1  has  in  Greek  as  follows.'    Ecu 

ore  vpoc  tsc  w*pi  Utrpov  qXOcv,  s^i)  auroic,  Xa&rc  l/ajXa^iy- 
cart  /i£,  teat  uScrc  on  sic  ctjtu  Sai/uovtov  aaw/iarov.      Ignatius 

indeed  does  not  say  whence  he  derived  this  quotation  : 
but  Jerom,  apder  the  article  Ignatius,  in  his  catalogue 
of  ecclesiastical  writers,  ch.  16.  says,  that  it  stood  in  the 
Hebrew  Gospel  of  the  Nazarenes.  Further,  Jerom. 
says  in  another  place  m,  Cum  enim  Apostoli  eum  puta- 
rent  spiritual,  vel  (secundum  evangelium,  quod  He  brae - 
oruui  lectitant  Nazaraeei)  incorporate  daemonium. 

These  and  other  passages  in  the  Gospel  of  the  Naza- 
renes, which  are  not  contained  in  the  Greek,  the 
Christian  Church  has  not  received  as  S#pture  autho- 
rity. Yet  the  passages  which  Jerom  has  quoted,  he  has 
produced,  as  respectable  though  nbt  Scripture  authority: 
and  the  passage,  which  Ignatius  quoted,  is  produced  by 
this  apostolical  Father  as  a  part  of  the  sacred  writings* 
It  is  however  improbable  that  they  proceeded  from  the 
pen  of  St.  Matthew11:  for  if  they  had,  it  is  hardly 
credible  that  such  long  and  remarkable  passages  would 
have  been  omitted  in  the  Greek.  The  ancient  tran- 
scribers of  the  Gospels  were  always  more  inclined  to 
insert  new  passages,  than  to  erase  what  already  existed : 
we  must  conclude  therefore  that,  if  the  Hebrew  Gospel 
used  by  the  Nazarenes  was  St.  Matthew's  original,  it 
received  various  additions,  after  the  Greek  translation 
had  been  made,  and  that  hence  arose  the  difference 
between  the  Hebrew  and  the  Greek  texts.  In  addition 
to  the  history  recorded  by  St.  Matthew,  many  other 

4 

*  Hieronym.  Catal.  Scriptonrai  Ecdesiast.  8.  v.  Jacobus. 
1  Epist.  ad.  Smyrnenses,  cap.  3* 

■  Hieronym.  Opera,  Tom.  III.  p.  478.  ed.  Martianay. 

■  Perhaps  the  passage  quoted  by  Ignatius  may  be  excepted,  for 
though  it  is  in  no  Greek  MS.  at  present,  it  might  have  been  in  the 
Greek  text,  when  Ignatius  wrote. 
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therefore,  that  Jerom  would  hardly  have  had  recourse 
to  conjecture,  to  determine  the  true  rending  of  this 
passage,  if  he  had  been  rea%  in  possession  of  St  Mat- 
thew's original,  is  of  no  weight.  Besides,  cases  may 
occur,  and  the  present  appears  to  be  one  of  them,  in 
which  an  original  is  of  less  authority  than  a  translation. 
Jerom  supposed  that  ami  was  an  interpolation:  he  knew 
likewise  that  the  Hebrew  Goftpel  abounded  With  inter* 
notations,  and  consequently,  if  he  had  found  this  word 
m  fbe  Hebrew  Gospel,  he  would  not  have  considered 
it  as  a  proof,  that  the  reading  was  genuine.  This 
answer  applies  with  still  greater  force  to  another  exam- 
ple quotefd  by  Mill  from' Matth.  xxiv.  36.  '  But  of  that 
day  and  hour  knoweth  no  man,  no  not  the  angeli  of 
heaven,  but  my  Father  only.9  On  this  passage  Jerom 
•observes,  that  in  some  copies  the  words,  '  nor  the  Son,' 
were  added :  but  he  does  not  appeal  to  the  Hebrew 
Gospel  to  determine  whether  they  were  genuine.  Now 
suppose  hp  had  found  these  words  in  the  Hebrew  Gos- 
pel, the  question-  to  be  asked  is :  ought  he,  as  a  critic, 
to  have  used  this  as  an  argument  in  favour  of  their  au- 
thenticity? Certainly  not  For  since  mafty  of  the 
Nazarenes  denied  the  divinity  of  Christ,  and  this  very 
reading  has  been  used  as  an  argument  against  the  divi- 
nity, Jerom  must  necessarily  have  suspected  that  it  was 
one  of  the  many  additions,  which  had  been  made  to  the 
Hebrew  Gospel. 

But  at  Matth.  xxiii.  3$.  where  the  inquiry  related, 
not  to  an  addition  of  one  or  more  words,  but  merely  to 
the  substitution  of  ope  word  for  another,  'Jerom  really 
has  quoted  the  Hebrew  Gospel,  and  moreover  for  a 
reading  of  great  importance.  Matth.  xxiii.  35.  runs 
thus:  'That  upon  you  may  come  all  the  righteous 
blood  shed  upon  the  earth,  ftpm  the  blood  of  righteous 
Abel,  unto  the  blood  of  Zacharias  son  of  Barachias, 
whom  ye  slew  between  the  temple  and  the  altar.'  Now 
it  appears  from  2  Qjbron.  xxiv.  20 — 22.  that  Zacharias, 
who  was  slain  between  the  temple  and  the  altar,  was 
the  son,  not  of  Barachias,   but  of  Jchoida:  conse- 
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queotly  if  the  account  in  the  Chronicles  be  accurate*, 

the  reading  Barachias  atMatth.  xxiii.. 35.  cannot  be 
the  true  reading.  Some  commentators  have  re- 
course to  the  supposition  that  Je  hoi  ad  a  and  Barachias 
were  different  names  of  the  same  person  :  but  this,  as- 
sertion is  who%  incapable  of  proof, .  and  is  in  itself 
highly  improbable.  Wetstein  conjectures  that  St.  Mat- 
thew purfpsely  avoided  the.  use  of  the  word  Jehoiada, 
because  it  contained  in  it.  the  abbreviated  name  of  Je- 
bova,  and  therefore  substituted  Barachia.  But. this 
caution  in  respect  to  the  abbreviation  %V  was  confined 
only  to  the  number  15,  which  it  is  true  the  Jews  never 
noted  by  TV$  thgugh  Jod  is  10,  and  He  is.  5.  And 
even  if  this  reverence  for  Pit  extended  to  proper  names, 
Wetstein's.  solution  would  be  ^satisfactory,  for  in  the 
Hebrew  these  two  letters  oct;ur  together  in  Barachia,  ad 

well  as  in  Jehoiada.    That  Zacharias  the  eleventh  of 

• 

*  I  purposely  use  this  restriction,  because  I  have  some  doubts  in 
respect  to  the  whole  narrative»  2  Chron.  xxiv.  15— 22.. as  I  have 
already  observed  in  my,  note  to  2  Kings  xii.  20*    No  mention  k 
made  of  it  in  the  Books  of  the  Kings,  and  yet  we  might  suppose  * 
that  so  renuKable  an  event  would  hardly  have  been  omitted.  The 
narrative  was  probably  taken  from  a  Medrash  or  commentary  on  the 
K>°g*>  agreeably  to  what  we  find  ver.  27.  of  this  very  chapter  of 
the  Chronicles  M.     Besides,  the  narrative  itself  begins  with  an  ac- 
count, which  is  .contradictory  to  chronology,  as  I  have  shewn  in  the 
Note  to  2Chron.  xxiv.  15.  •  It  is  possible  therefore  that  Zacharias 
son  of  Barachias,  and  the  eleventh  of  the  minor  prophets,  was  the 
person  who  was  ipurdered,  and  that  the  commentator  on  the  Kings, 
from  whom  the  account  in  the  Chronicles  was  derived,  misunder- 
stood the  fact,  and  introduced  it  in  an  improper  place.     This  sup* 
position  is  as  credible,  as  that  the  history  of  Zacharias,  son  of  Je- 
hoida,  if  it  be  true,  should  have  been  omitted  in  the  Book  of  Kings. 
It  is  no  objection,  that  the  murder  of  Zacharias,  son  of  Barachias,  . 
h  no  where  recorded  in  the  Old  Testament :  for  between  the  Books 
of  Ezra  and  Nehemiah  there  is  an  interval  of  more  than  thirty 
/ears,  in  which  we  are  totally  ignorant  of  the  transactions  of  the 
Jews.    The  difficulty  therefore  may  be  solved  on  the  supposition 
that  the  account  given  2  Chron.  xxiv.  15—22.  is  inaccurate,  as 
esttilv  as  on  the  supposition  that  the  readingBarachias,  Matth.  xxiii. 
35.  tii  spurious. '  in  that  case  we  may  consider  the  story  recorded 
£  Chron.  xxiv.  15—22.  as  tacitly  corrected  by  Christ. 
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tfte  minor  prophets,  who  was  son  of  Barachias,  was 
murdered)  we  read -no  where  **c  and  it  is  not  probable 
that  two  different  persons  named  Zacharias,  should  both 
of  them  have  been  murdered  under  the  very  same  cir- 
cumstances. But  if  we  admit  that  the  eleventh  of  the 
minor  prophets  fell  a  sacrifice  to  tte  Jews,  as  well  as 
the  son  of  Jehoiada,  yet  Christ  would  rather  have  in- 
stanced the  son  of  Jehoiada,  became  the  murder  of  this 
person  war  not  only  particularly  known,  but  was  sup- 
posed ta  call  aloud  for  vtogeance  \  The  blood  there- 
fore of  this  "Zacharias  was  more  properly  mentioned 
with  the  blood  of  Ab$l,  than  the  blood  of  another 
Zacharias,  *vho$e> murder,  even  if  be  Aid  fall  a  victim, 
was  unknown  >5;-*-*"Now  at  this  passage  Jerom  relates, 
that  the  Hebrew  Gftapel  of  the  Nazarenes  read  '  Za- 
eharia  the  son  of  Jthnfad*/ 

I  have  already,  observed  that  though  the  Ebionites, 
as  well  as  the  Nazarenes,  had  a  Hebrew  Gospel)  which 
was  called  the  Gospel  of  St  Matthew,  tte  must  not 
therefore  coricldde  tbttt  ft  tattteifted  die  same  text  as 
that  which  the  Nazarenes  used.  Of  the  Gospel  used 
by  the  Ebonites  we  have  hardly  any  other  information, 
than  that  which  has  been  given  by  Epiphanius,  who, 
as  an  ecclesiastical  writer,  was  far  from  being  of  the  first 
fiass,  and  as  a  critic,  must  be  referred  to  the  very  lowest 
class.  But  on  the  other  hand,  (he  had  this  advantage, 
that  he  was  a  native  of  Palestine,  and  understood 
Hebrew,  Though  he  appears  not  to  have  seen  the 
Gospel  used  by  the  Nazarenes,  and  to  have  derived  his 
knowledge  of  it  merely  from  die  report  of  others  *,  yet 

*  The  Rabbing  relate,  that  when  Jerusalem  was  taken  by  the 
Chaldeaqs,  the  blood  of  the  murdered  Zacharias  issued  like  a  foun- 
tain, apd  that  it  was  not  appeased  till  Nebusaradan  had  made  atone- 
ment by  the  sacrifice  of  a  thousand  Jews*  See  the  quotations  made 
by  Wetstein  in  his  note  to  this  passage. 

'  If  be  had  himself  examined  the  Gospel  used  by  the  Nazarenes, 
be  could  ndt  have  been  in  doubt,  whether  it  contained  the  gene* 
alogy  of  Christ. 


.  *£&>. 
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it  is  highly  probable  that  he  himself  was  in  possession 
of  a  copy  of  the  Gospel  ua§d  by  the  Ebionites,  as  he 
has  made  fro  irr  it-several  extracts,  which  I  shall  presently 
quote. 

According  to  Epiphanius  the  Gospel  of  the  Ebionites 
was  different  from  tfc*  Gospel  of  the  Nazarenes :  for  he 
describes  the  former  as  •  having  an  ubcorrupted,  the 
latter  a  very  corrupted  text *.  Of  the  Nazarenes  he 
says',  '  They  likewise  have  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew 
perfectly  entire,  •  and  in*  the  Hebrew  language.  For 
this  Gospel  is  still  preservedby  them,  as  it  was  originally 
written  in  Hebrew.  But  I  am  not  certain  whether 
they  also  have  omitted  the  genealogy  from  Abraham  to1 
Christ  V  Of  the  Ebionites/  on  the  contrary,  he  says c, 
'  In  the  Gospel  used  by  them,  which  bears  the  name 
of  St  Matthew's  Gospel,  is  however  not  entire  and 
perfect,  but  is  partly  corrupted,  partly  mutilated  (they 
themselves  call  it  the  Hebrew  Gospel,)  is  related,  &c. 
It  is  evMent  therefore  that  Epiphanius  considered  the 
tw6  Gospels  as  having  a  very  different  text.  The  latter 
bad  been  so  corrupted,  that  he  describes  it  as  being  the 
Gospel  of  St.  Matthew  in  name  only :  and  from  his 

*  Jeroiti  on  *  (hi '  contrary  speaks ;  of  the  Gospel  used  by  the 
Ebionites,  as  if  it  were  the  same,  as  the  Gospel  used  by  the'Naza-- 
renes :  for  in  his  Note  to  Matth.  xii.  IS.  he  says;  *In  Erangelio 
quo  tftuntur  Nafareni^  et  EbionjlBe,  quod,'  &c.  Pei^ipps  Jerom 
had  never  seen  a  copy  of  the  Hebrew  Gospel  in  the  hands  of  th£ 
Ebionites,  and  therefore  spoke  of  them  as  being  the  same  Gospel, 
on  tiie  report  of  others,  as-  Bpiphanius  on  the  same  ground  de- 
scribed them  as  different. 

•  Haeres.  XXIX.  §  9. 

»  As  Dr.  Masch  objects  to  this  translation,  I  will  print  the  Greek 
of  Epiphanius  unpointed,  that  the  reading  may  examine  without  any 
bias  in  my  favour*  Ex**7'  )•  to  xmra  M«t6«mv  tv*yy$Xio9  «rtaffr*rov 
Z8c**r*  «■{*  «rr«»c  ya%  <r*q>*s  retro.  at»G«f  i|  efxsf  Kti^fn  S/JgofNtif; 
Xg«/i|imyM  rr»  -aij^vrai  wt  **£«  it  it  iuu  raq  ywab%y%as  rmt  mm  w 
&$#**§*  «xp  tyre  9ijiuXof .  Before  «rX»$§r*To*  Casaubon.  thought 
that  «  should  be  supplied ;  but  this  is  not  only  an  arbitrary  and  un- 
warrantable alteration*  but  is  likewise  unsuitable  to  the  context. 


y 
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spying  that  the  Ebionites  called  it  the  Hebrew  Gospel, 
oue  might  doubt   whether,  the  Ebionites  themselves 
ascribe  to  it  the  name  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel d.    On 
the  other  hand,  though  Epiphanius  says  that  the  Na- 
zarene  Gospel  contained  St.  Matthew's  text  perfectly 
entire  (irAifpcrarov ,)  we  must  not  ttare£>re  conclude  that 
it  was  wholly  unadulterated.     The  word  wXijpsearov 
Epiphanius  probably  used  in  the  same  sense  as  modern 
critics  use  the  phrase  lectio  plemart  which  may,  or  may 
not  be,  more  than,  the  original  text :  and  meant  only  to 
say  that  the  .Nazarene  Qospel  contained  the  whole  of 
St.  Matthew's  text%  which  the  Ebionite  Gospel  did 
not,  without  affirming  either  directly  or  indirectly,  that 
the  Nazarene  Gospel  had  not  been  interpolated.     But 
the  interpolations  in  the  Nazarene  Gospel  appear  to 
have  been  of  a  very  different  kind  from  those  in  the 
Ebionite  Gospel.    In  the  former,  they  seem  to  have 
been  simply  additions  in  detached  places,  which  left  the 
original  text  as.  it  was,  but  only  augmented  :  whereas 
the  Ebionite  Gospel,  according  to  Epiphanius,  con- 
tained also  a  text,  which  .was  itself  corrupted.     Having 
premised  these  accounts  I  will  pow  produce  two  pas- 
sages, which  Epiphanius  has  quoted*  from  the  Gospel 
of  the  Ebionites,   in  the  *  words  of  his  Greek  trans- 
lation 16. 

The  first  passage  appears  to  have  been  a  kind   of 
preface  to  the  Ebionite  Gospel  \  and  is  as  follows. 


*  Perhaps  it  had  received  so  many  additions,  as  to  be  no  longer 
the  work  of  one  writer. 

•  On  the  genealogy  alone  he  expresses  a  doubt. 

r  Haeres.  XXX.  $.  13. 

r  It  is  evident  that  the  passage  which  follows  can  never  have  been 
a  part  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel.  St.  Matthew,  when  he  speaks  of 
himself,  'speaks  in  the  third  person  (ch.  ix.  9.,)  but  this  passage  is 
written  in  the  name  of  several  in  the  first  person  plural.  It  was 
perhaps  designed  as  a  general  preface  in  the  name  of  the  twelve 
Apostles :  for  the  Ebionite  Gospel  had  among  other  names,  that  of 
the  Gospel  of  the  Apostles,  being  a  composition  probably,  which 
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Eyfvcro  rtc  «vn/>  ovopan  Insrecf  icai  awroc  wc  erop  iyHaicovra\ 
©C  c&Xc&tro  q/uac*  Kac  sXdiov  etc  Ka^apves/*  sioty  Afey  etc  fti* 
ouctav  Stpiiwoc  t»  HrucAifflciToc  IliTps l,  iau  avod;ac  ro  tfo/usi 
sots  care,  wopcp^o/icvoc  ira/wi  njv  Xt/ivnvTi&ptdooc  c£f  As£a/ii7v 
I*mnrnv  icat  Iokw&ov  vise,  Ze€|f  Sacs,  cat  Sipaiva,  icai  Av&psait, 
xac  BaSSacov,  icai  Sifcwva  rov  ZsXwnv,  xat  Iooav  rov  Iojta* 
fM*>rifVj  icai  os  rov  MarOacov  jca&fc/ievov  circ  ts  reXaivis 
txaAcaa,  koi  ifcoXsOifoac  /hoc.  Y/iac  »v  /3sXo/mu  stvai  SemicW* 
AitotoXbc  «*C  fiaprvptov  kb  IffpasX  '.  Km  rytvsro  o 
IaNtvintc.  fJairnfriv,  Kai  t£i)X0ov  irpoc  avrov  $aptoatoi,  jcat 
&*TmoQi\aavmy  cat  irara  IspotroXvfca'*  icai  <t)(ov  o  Iftwvqc 


contained  various  accounts,  supposed  to  bo  derived  from  the  Apos- 
tles. If  we  consider  the  passage  in  any  other  light  than  that  of  * 
preface,  and  regard  it  as  a  part  of  the  narrative,  it  is  manifestly  ab- 
surd: for  it  makes  Christ  address  his  Apostles,  before  the  baptism 
of  John  is  related. 

*  These  are  nearly  the  words  of  Su  Luke,  ch.  iii.  25,  not  avrof 

*f  •  Itot*?  van  vrmv  Tgiaitorrflf  • 

»  This  history  is  not  the  same  as  that  which  is  given  Matt.  viH.  14. 
where  it  is  related  that  Jesus  went  into  the  bouse  of  Peter,  but  no 
mention  is  made  of  any  speech  to  the  Apostles.  It  is  one  of  the 
additions  to  this  Gospel,  and  might  possibly  be  true,  if  St.  Mat- 
thew's name  had  not  been  mentioned,  who  was  nbt  called  to  be  an 
Apostle,  tiH  after  this  visit  in  the  house  of  Peter. 

*  But  only  eight  Apostles  are,  here  mentioned  by  name :  for  no 
notice  is  taken  of  Philip,  Bartholomew,  Thomas,  and  James  the  son 
of  Alptueus. 

1  After  this  place  we  begin  to  find  traces  of  St.  Matthew's  text, 
though  considerably  abbreviated,  as  every  one  will  see  who  com- 
pares this  passage  with  Matth.  iii.  Perhaps  however  this  concise 
text  may  be  ascribed  to  Epiphanius  himself,  who  instead  of  giving 
a  literal  translation  from  the  Gospel  of  the  Ebionites,  may  have  in- 
serted only  so  much  of  its  matter,  as  was  necessary  for  the  purpose 
of  bis  quotation. 

"  These  words  agree  exactly  with  Mark  i.  4. 

*  Here  the  Pharisees  are  mentioned  first,  and  then  the  inhabitants 
of  Jerusalem  in  general,  as  if  the  Pharisees  had  set  the  example : 
whereas  in  our  Gospels  the  Pharisees  are  mentioned  last,  which 
shews  that  they  only  followed  the  multitude.  If  Epiphanius  has 
sdhereddosely  to  his  original,  this  inversion  in  the  Gospel  of  the 
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cvSu/ua  «iro  rptytw  tcapiiXs,  teat  £«virv  Ssppartvnv  wspt 
tuv  ao^w  avrs*  icai  ro  0pt#pa  aiira  ($i?tfi)  fieXt  crypto va, 
9   il   ycwcc  H*   ra   /wwa,     t*e  *y«p»P    «*   eXaty*V —  On 

•these  last  words   Epiptianius  taomediately    observes, 

*<u  avrt  «icpt©W  woupramii  cyKpcSccc  iv  pcXftr*  **. 


Ebionites,  may  have,  been  owing  to-  their  respect  for  the  Pharisees. 
Yerhaps  the  same  motive  induced  them  to  otoit  Su  John's  severe 
censure  of  that  sect—Further,  in  tlie  Greek  Gospel  of  St.  Mat- 
thew, John's  drew  and  manner  of  fife  arte  described  before  mention 
is  made  of  baptism :  but  in  the  Ebionite  Gospel  the  latter  is  men- 
tioned first,  as  in  the  Gospel  of  St.  Mark. 

o  This  account  of  John's  dress  and  manner  of  life  agrees  with 
'Matth.  iii.  4*  except  that  in  the  Gospel  of  the  Ebionites  no  mention 

is  made  of  locusts  as  a  part  of  John's  diet  for  which  I  can  assign  no 
'other  reason,  than  that  animal  food  was  thought  unsuitable  to  the 

severe  life  of  the  Baptist.    That  0g*fu»  is  used,  and  not  rp©<pq  as  at 

Matth.  iii.  4.  makes  no  difference ;  for  both  0f*pa  and  «rpofu  can  be 

expressed  by  the  same  Hebrew  word. 

•  »  This  is  similar  to  Exod.  xvi.  Si.  ro  li  ywpa  avm  *c  «rxfK 
it  pftiTi :  and  Numb  xi.  8.   xtu  u»  n  uJbni  »&%%  yivpa  tyxpK  fi 

'tXaui. 

•*  « 

4  This  observation  of  Epiphanius  is  not  consistent  with  his  quo* 
tation,  in  which  John's  food  isdescribed  as  being  wild  honey  alone, 
which  is  compared,  in  respect  to  its  taste,  with  manna,  or  with  a  cake 
'baked  in  oil,  (*<  '?;#»<  •> «*»»«.)  But  the  observation  of  Epiphanius 
implies  that  in  the  Gospel  of  the  Ebionites  John's  food  was  described 
as  being  '  wild  honey  and  cakes/  instead  of  '  wild  honey  and  lo- 
custs,' as  in  St.  Matthew :  for  he  says  that  the  Ebionites  had  converted 
axpi&c  into  tyxgtJiK  i  >  /-uXm  Whether  the  observation  of  Epipha- 
nius be  just,  and  consequently  his  quotation  inaccurate,  or  the  re- 
verse, I  will  not  pretend  to  determine.  We  must  recollect  however 
that,  as  the  Ebionite  Gospel  was  not  written  in  Greek,  an  accidental 
exchange  of  iyxf»&c  for  a«pi&<  could  not  have  taken. place  in  the 
Gospel  itself:  for  the  Hebrew  name  of  tyxpK  and  ok^k  are  too 

•  unlike  to  admit  of  an  accidental  exchange.  Unless  therefore  Epi- 
phanius has  made  a  very  uncritical  conjecture,  the  confusion  can  be 
explained  on  no  other  hypothesis,  than  that  the  Ebionite ixospel  was 
a  composition  or  harmony  formed  out  of  several  Gospels,  of  which 
one  or  more  were  written  in  Greek,  and  that  the  fabricator,  mis- 
taking axpXt;  for  ryxfth;,  translated  it  into  Chaldee  by  '  cakes'  in- 
stead of  *  locusts,'  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  not  impossible  that  the 
conjecture  is  totally  ungrounded* 
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The  Gospel  kself,  according  to  Epif&anras  %  begaJR 

thus*  EytVcro  %v  rmc  ffispftic  HjawoWs  j3«e«Ast*c  ^C  IifSatat, 
vAfcv  Iwafvitc  fiwrrifiuv  /3snrrt<fAca  {uravow?  cv  vy  IoooWu 
ffora^ty  ",  0$  cXrytro  eevac  fit  yewsc  Aepaw  re  ceps&c,  *W£ 
Zajr«o*s  mit  EXcoa&T l,   «at  e£qpxo*n»  wpo*  awrov  warrec* 

Here  £piphanitis  observes,  that  after  an,  interval,  Hi 
which  several  things  were  mentioned,  the  Gospel  pro- 
ceeded as  follows.  Te  Xae  /3awrt<r6Woc  nXfls  #cac  Itprsc, 
rat  c&swrtowif  «ro  ts  Ittfavva,  #cai  cue  «vijX6W  ewo  rs  uoaroc 
ipot-yiprav  ot  spavoc,  icot  f iSc  to  wvntyfta  re  ©is  ro  ayeov  *  s* 
ciStt  wt  ptrfpac  xartXOairnc  *ai  €i*eA(Wi?c  **C  avrov  *•  * jchi  $*n4r 
rytvero  ec  rs  spavs,  -Xf  yso-a*  eru  ps  ct  o  ecoc  o  ayam?roc>  sv  aot 


r  Hseres.  XXX.  §  IS.    The  passage  here  quoted,  which  Epipha- 
nies introduces  with  the  words  H  h  oqqh  to  map    avroif  t vayytXts 

§xp,  immediately  follows  in  Epiphanius  that  which  I  have  just  given, 
from  which  one  might  suppose  that  the  first  was  a  kind,  of  preface* 
Yet  it  contains  a  part  of  the  history  seconded  in  the  third  chapter  of 
St.  Matthew'*  Gospel,  which  was  not  wanting  in  the  Ebionitt 
Gospel.  Epiphanius  is  so  very  concise  on  this  subject,  that  it  is  dif- 
ficult to  determine  the  real  state  of  the  case. 

•  This  strange  historical  blunder,  which  makes  John  the  Baptist 
preach  in  the  time  of  Herod  king  of  Judaea,  who  had  been  dead  nearly 
thirty  years,  when  John  began  to  preach,  is  a  very  sufficient  proof 
that  St.  Matthew  was  not  the  author  of  this  passage-  for  no  man 
who  was  a  contemporary  with  John  could  have  imagined  that  Herod 
was  then  king  of  Judaea.  The  passage  appears  to  have  been  fabri- 
cated by  an  absurd  composition  of  two  different  passages  in  St. 
Lake's  Uospel ",  namely  ch.  i.  5.  and  iii.  3,  2, 3.    In  like  manner 

the  Words  0**Ti£tfir  $awrv&p»  fjuratota*  ir  to  Io^anj  morafif  appear 

to  have  been  put  together  from  Mark  i.  4.  and  Matth.  iii.*6. 

•  From  the  expression  aaytn  m«  one  might  conclude  that  die 
author  of  this  passage  doubted,  whether  John  was  realty  the  son  of 
Zacharias  and  Elizabeth,  and  whether  he  had  not  a  divine  origin* 

•  At  Matth.  iii.  15.  is  t»  wmvp*  to  qt»,  Lake  iiL  22.  to  «wnp« 
99  m*—u    The  author  of  this  passage  in  the  Ebionite  Gospel  hasput 


both  together  and  written  to  «ni^  to  ©i*  to  <*yw».    This 
again  betrays  a  composition  from  several  Gospels 4*. 

Here  we  discover  seme  traces  of  SuJtfattliew's  text,  eh.  iii.  i& 
mipttfm*)    mm  agppfpo*  **'  mrf* :  though  ia  the 
Gospd^nere  fe  said  then  St.  Matthew  meant,    . 

M2 


130  OF  ST.  MATTHEW'S  GOSPEL,  CHAP.  IV. 

lyvSoJCiprcu  Kat  iraXtv,  cyai  oiy/ucpov  'ytyevvipra  «  y.  Kai  evOvc 
ircgucXa/uu!*  rov  tojtov  ^a>c  J*sy<*»  Ov  coW"  (^fHftv)  o  Iwavvifc; 
Aeyse  avry*  tm  ric  «,  Knots ;  /cat  waXiv  ^awi)  s£  spays  wpoc? 
avrov "  «roc~e*iv  o  vioc.  f*s  o  cfyairtrroc,  s^  ov  *}uSojcs<ra  *.  Kai 
Tore  (^iktcv)  o  Iamwiyc  wooawwfcw.  our^>  cXcyc*  Scopai  <rs, 
Kvptc,  on  /lie  j3airrurov.  O  &  cjcwAvcv  at/ryb  Acycav*  a^sc>  ore 
-rrwc  *«*  wpewov  wAi|pa>0qvai  travra. 

It  appears  from  the  preceding  extracts  from  the 
Ebionite  Gospel,  that  it  was  not  the  original  Gospel 
of  St  Matthew,  but  on  the  contrary  that  it  was  a  com* 
position,  put  together  partly  from  St.  Matthew's,  and 
.partly. from  the  other  Gospels.  The-  Nazarene  Gospel 
therefore,  which,  according  to  Jerom,  was  St.  Matthew's 
original c,    must  have   been  very  different  from    the 


'  By  none  of  the  Evangelists  are  the  words  tyu  *upi{o>  ytywmxa 
*•,  said  to  have  been  uttered  at  the  baptism  of  Christ >0.  They  are 
an  interpolation  in  the  Ebionite  Gospel,  and  are  derived  from  the 
false  notion,  which  prevailed  in  the  first  century,  that  Christ  was  a 
mere  man  till  the  time  of  his  baptism,  and  that  he  then  became  the 
Son  of  God,  and  filled  with  the  Holy  Ghost. 

*  Here  the  pronoun  relative,  which  refers  to  p**,  and  therefore 
ought  to  be  neuter,  is  of  the  masculine  gender,  perhaps  because  the 
light  is  supposed  to  represent  the  Deity.  This  however  must  be 
ascribed  to  Epiphanius  the  translator,  for  in  the  Ebionite  Gospel  no 
such  distinction  could  have  been  made,  as  neither  Hebrew  nor  Sy- 
riac  has  a  neuter  gender  *°. 

'  a  The  Evangelists  mention  only  one  utterance  from  Heaven,  at  the 
baptism  of  Christ :  which  St.  Matthew  has  in  the  third  person,  Ocr»c 
in*  •  wof  pv  o  myavmros,  •»  *>  ivhxt&O)  but  St.  Luke  in  the  second 
person,  £v  u  ©  wot  p*  o  ayotvmrof,  n  **%  «uJbxwa.  The  Ebionite 
Gospel  has  both  of  these  expressions,  and  betrays,  therefore  a  com- 
position from  the  Gospels  ot  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke**. 

*  Here  wtXun  avru  is  said  of  Christ,  which  is  the  very  reverse  of 
Matth.  ni.  14*  where  we  find  O  h  immnns  &*x*»\vv  avror. 

e  Jerom  speaks  indeed  on  this  subject  sometimes  only  in  the  name 
of  others,  and  says  of  the  Nazarene  Gospel,  '  Quod  vocatur  a  pie- 
risque 'Matthsei  authenticum.'  But  in  his  Catalogue  of  Illustrious 
Men  (Tom*  IV.  p.  102.  ed.  Martianay,)  he  speaks  in  hi»own  name, 
and  says  in,  positive  terms  that  the  Gospel  used  by  the  Naz8rene»' 
St,  Matthew's  original*    *  Matthms  qui  et  Levi  ok  publican*, 
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Ebionite  Gospel.  For  it  is  hardly  credible,  if  the 
Nazarene  Gospel  had  differed  from  the  Greek  text  of 
St.  Matthew,  as  much  as  the  Ebionite  Gospel,  that 
Jerom,  who  transcribed  and  translated  it,  could  have 
taken  it,  .even  after  deducting  the  interpolations,  for  the 
original  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel.  It  is  true  that  Jerom 
wakes  no  distinction  between  the  Nazarene  and  the! 
Ebionite  Gospel :  for  he  says  in  his  note  to  Matth.  xii. 
13.  In  Evangelio  quo  utuntur  Nazarseni  et  Ebionitte 
—quod  vocatur  a  plerisque  Matthgei  authenticum.  But 
we  must  recollect  that  Jerom  never  saw  the  Hebrew 
Gospel  which  was  used  by  the  Ebionites :  he  was  ac- 
quainted only  with  that  which  was  used  by  the  Naza- 
renes,  and  therefore  had  no  opportunity  of  comparing 
the  one  with  the  other.  Through  want  of  knowledge 
then  he  might  suppose  that  they  were  the  same,  though 
they  were  really  different  But  he  was  not  exposed  to 
the  danger  of  any  such  mistake  in  regard  to  the  Naza- 
rene Gospel  and  the  Greek  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew ;  for 
he  had  both  of  them  in  his  own  possession,  was  fully 
acquainted  with  the  contents  of  both,  and  therefore,  if 
they  had  been  materially  different,  he  could  not  have 
even  doubted  on  the  subject.  However,  I  am  far  from 
supposing  that  Jerom  took  the  Nazarene  Gospel  for  the 
unadulterated  original,  as  it  is  evident  from  the  quota- 
tions, which  he  has  made  from  it,  that  it  abounded 
with  interpolations.  For  that  reason  he  has  not  quoted 
the  Nazarene  Gospel  as  canonical  authority :  but  on 
the  other  hand  he  quotes  it  in  his  Commentary  on  St 
Matthew  without  any  expressions  of  disrespect,  and  at 

the  beginning  of  his  third  book  against  the  Pelagians  d, 

• 

iolus  primus  in  Judaea,  propter  eos  qui  ex  circumcision©  credicte- 
rant,  KrangeHum  Cfrristi  Hebraicis  literis  verbisque  composuit: 
quod  qui  postea  in  Graecum  transtuierit  non  satis  certum  est.  Porto 
ipntm  Htbrakum  habetur  usque  faodie  in  Ciesariensi  bibliotheca, 
quant  Pamphilus1  Martyr  studiosissiroe  confecit  Mihi  quoque  a 
Nazaras,  qui  in  Bercea  urbe  Syria;,  hoc  volumine  vtuttiur>  descri- 
beadi  facultas  fuit. 

*  Tom.  IV.  p.  533.  ed.  Martianay. 
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b0  sftys,  Quibus  testimoniis  si  non  uteris  ad  auctorita^ 
tGWi  utere  saltern  ad  amiquitatem,  quid  omnes  viri  eccle- 
si&Sticl  seosetinL 

Op  the  other  hand  I  admit  that  Jerom  is  far  from 
being  consistent  *ndt  uniform  in  his  accounts  of  the 
Nasarene  Gospel :  for  though  he  declares  in  positive 
terpns,  as  appears  from  the  preceding  quotation,  that  it 
ytft*  St.  Matthew's  original",   yet  at  other  times  he 
writes  as  if  he  had  not  a  thorough  conviction  of  the 
tyruth  of  this  assertion.     For  instance  in  his  Commentary 
on  St.  Matthew,  ch.  vi.   11.  where  he  had  translated 
tov  oprw  npuv  rov  €irw<yt<>v  by  partem  nostrum  supersub- 
stantjakm,  he  says,  '  Quod  nos  supersubstantialem  ex- 
pressimus,  in  Graaco  babetur  eirtsmov,  quod  verbum 
LXX.  ?rapitf<noiJ  frequentissime  transferunt  Considera- 
yimus  ergo  in  Hebrceo,  et  ubicunque  illi  irtpismov  ex- 
presserunt,  nos  invenimus  Sgolla9,  quod  Symmachus 
tbuptroV)  id  est praoipuum,  vel  eg-reg^w  transtulit,  licet 
Hi  quodam  loco  peculiars  interpretatus  sit     Quando 
ergo  petimus,  ut  peculiarem  vel  precipuum  nobis  deus 
tribuat  panem,  ilium  petimus  qui  dicit,  Ego  sum  panis 
yivus,  qui  de  ccalo  descendi.     In  Evangelio,  quod  ap- 
pellator, seouftdum  Hebraeos,  \>vo  super  substantia  li  pane 
repeci  Mahar f,  quod  dicitur  crastinum ;  id  est,  futurum 
da  nobis  hodie*'     Here  Jerom  acknowledges  that  where 
4iri*<rioi>  is  used  in  the  Greek  Gospel  of  St  Matthew, 
ino  was  used  in  the  Hebrew  *:  yet  instead  of  altering 
the  old  Latin  translation  panem  nostrum  quotidianum  to 
panem  nostrum  in  diem  crastinum,  he  alters  it  to  panem 
postrum  superwbstantiakm.    As  Jerom  then  rejected 
here  the  reading  of  the  Hebrew  Gospel,  one  might 
conclude  that  he  at  least  doubted,   whether   it   waa 
St  Matthew'*  original.    However  the  inference  js  not, 
60  certain,  as  it  appears  tp  be.     For  Jerom  jnani* 
f&tly  sacrifices  the  culea  of  qritkism   to  his  passion 
for  fipiritofllizing  the  fourth  petition  of  the  Lord'tf 
Prayer.    J«ro!tt  thought  it  not  sufficient  to  pr^y  fc$ 
earthly  bread,  and  consequently  worked  out  of 
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the  sense  of  supersubstantia&s.  That  he  abandoned 
therefore  in  this  instance  the  reading  of  the  Hebrew 
Gospel  will  not  decide  against  it. 

In  the  Prologue  to  Jerom's  Commentary  on  St.  Mat- 
thew, there  is  another  passage,  which,  at  first  sight, 
appears  to  be  still  more  formidable  than  the  preceding, 
4  PI u res  fuisse,   qui  Evangelia  scripserunt,  et  Lucas 
Evangelista  testatur,— et  perseverantia  usque  ad  pre* 
sens   terapus  monimenta  declarant;  quaea  a  divers  is 
auctoribus  edita  diversarum  haereseon  fuere  principia ; 
ut  est  illud  juxta  iEgyptios,  et  Thomam,  et  Matthiam; 
et  Bartholomaeum,  duodecim  quoque  Apostolorum.  Her6 
it  cannot  be  denied  that  Jerom  refers  the  Gospel  which 
bore  the  title. of  Evangelium  secundum  Apostolos,  t6 
the  class  of  apocryphal  Gospels.     Further,  he  himself 
relates  *,  that  the  Gospel  used  by  the  Nazafenes  had 
among  other  names  that  of  Evangelism  secundum  Apos* 
tolos.  He  condemns  therefore  in  the  passage  just  quoted 
the  Gospel  used  by  the  Nazarenes  as  apocryphal :  which 
appears  to  be  a  direct  contradiction  to  his  other  asser- 
tion, that  the  Gospel  used  by  the  Nazarenes  was*  St. 
Matthew's  Hebrew  original  \  We  must  either  suppose 
therefore  that  Jerom  was  so  forgetful  and  inconsistent 
as  no  man  in  his  senses  can  well  be,  or  there  must  be 
some  method  of  reconciling  these  contradictory  ac- 
counts.  Now  I  can  see  no  other  method  of  reconciling 
them  than  the  following :  that  Jerom  really  believed; 
that  the  Hebrew  Gospel  used  by  the  Nazarenes  was,  in 
its  primitive  and  unadulterated  state,  the  work  of  St 
Matthew,  but  that  in  a  course  of  years  it  had  received 
so  many  additions,  containing  accounts  pretended  te 
have  been  derived  from   the  Apostles,  (whence  the 
of  Evangelium  secundum  Apostolos  was  given  it,) 


.    s  Adv.  Pelngianoa,  lib.  Ill*    The  words  have  been  already 

auetecL  ... 

1  *  See  the  passage  quoted  in  the  preceding  note  (c). 
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as  to  induce  Jerom  to  rank  it  among  the  apocryphal 
Gospels. 

Origen,  as  appears,  from  a  passage  already  quoted l, 
makes  likewise  a  distinction  between  the  Gospel,  which 
was  called  Evangelium  secundum  Apostolos,  and  the 
Gospel  of  St  Matthew:  saying,  that  the  latter  was 
written  by  inspiration,  but  not  the  former.  Now  whe- 
ther Origen  believed  that  his  Hebrew  Gospel  which 
was  used  by  the  Nazarenes,  was  originally  the  work  of 
St.  Matthew,  but  that  it  had  ceased  to  deserve  the  title 
of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  in  consequence  of  its  nume- 
rous interpolations,  or  whether  he  believed  that  the 
Hebrew  Gospel  used  by  ttie  Nazarenes  was  from  the 
very  first,  a  distinct  composition  from  the  Hebrew 
Gospel  of  St.  Mattheyr,  I  will  not  undertake  to  deter- 
-mine.  But  this  I  may  venture  to  assert,  that  Ori gen's 
rejection  of  the  Nazarene  Gospel  as  a  work  destitute  of 
canonical  authority,  will  not  prove  that  he  adopted  the 
latter  opinion :  for  Origen  may  have  been  influenced 
by  the  very  same  motive,  as  that  which  induced  Jerom 
to  reject  at  one  time,  as  apocryphal,  a  work,  which  at 
another  time  he  had  called  St.  Matthew's  original. 

The  celebrated  chapter  in  the  ecclesiastical  history  of 
Eusebius k  where  a  catalogue  is  given  of  the  canonical 
and  uncanonical  books  of  the  New  Testament,  has  been 
so  differently  interpreted,  as  to  give  sometimes  a  favour- 
able, at  other  times  an  unfavourable  result  for  the 
Hebrew  Gospel  used  by  the  Nazarenes,  or  as  it  is  fre- 
quently called,  the  Gospel  according  to;  the  Hebrews. 
The  expressions  used  by  Eusebius  are  certainly  ambi- 
guous: yet  after  an  attentive  perusal  of  the  passage,  it 
appears  to  me  that  what  Eusebius.  has  said  of  this  Gospel 
is  much  more  in  its  favour  than,  the  contrary.  Eusebius 
divides  the  real  and  pretended  books  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment into  three  separate  classes,  which  be  calls  opoXoys- 

ptva,  avriXtyofuva,  and  voOa,  and  arranges  the  books, 

»  »    ••      » 

1  In  the  fifth  section  of  this  chapter. 
*  Lib.  III.  cap.  25. 
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which  belong  to  these  respective  classes*  ip  the  following 

manner*4.  EvXoyov  8*  ivravOa  yevo/i£v«e  avaKt^aXaivaaaQai 
roc  SijXwflcMrac  rijc  *ai vije  8ia0i?iCT|£  y papas'  kcu  8ij  raicrrov  cv 
rpwroic  rtjv  aytav  rtov  EuayycXiawTcrpaimjv  o*c  cifcraiif  twv 
Tpa&fciv  rwv  Aitoto^wv  ypa^if      pxra  &  ravTijv,  ra$  IlavXv 
caraXeicriov  cirwoXae*  ate  *S»JC  fifv  Qepopiviiv  lamws  irporcpav, 
£01  oftoiwc  "iv  Ilcrps  Kvpweov  fTrwoXijv*   crrt  rsrocc  rairreov, 
aye  ^avcci?,  rijv  AiroicaXvi^tv  Iwavvs,  7r*pi  iyc  ra  8o£avra  jcara 
Katpov  «c0i|<ro/i£0a"     Kat  ravra  /u£v  cv  o/ioXoytf/ievotc*     TW  . 
8*  avriXcyo/icvaiv,  yvajpifiwv  $  sv  o/lcoic  roic  iroXXoec,  .1  Xeyo- 
fuvii  Icucw€*  $tpcrac,jcaci|  IsSa,  ijrt  Ilfrpa  Sa/rtpa  cjrtcoXib 
cat  ij  ovo/xa£o/ievr}  Sevrtpa  Mi  rpyrtt  Ia>avve,  em  ts  Euayyg- 
Atvs  ruy^av8<ri,  «tc  jccu  crcps  QpLOvvfis  e/eciv<p.    Ev  rote  voijoi c 
icoTartTa^Ow  Kai  to>v,  IlavXa  irpa&wv  t|  ypa^if,  o  tc  Xcyo/icvoc 
Ilot/iifv,  icoi  i|  AirojcaXv^tc  TLtrpa,  Kanrpoq  tht oi$  q  fa popevti 
Bapva€a  «rwoXif,  rai  rwv  Atto^oXgjv  ai  X*yo/tt£vai'  cri  Tf,  aic 
€^ijv,  q  Iwaws  ATTOKa\v\pig>  u  (pavtir),  rjv  tiviq  cue  tfav  a0e- 
T8<riv,  irtpot  &  wyKpivm  roic  o/i©Xoy8/K£voic'     i|8i?  8Vv  rsroic 
rivccKoc  ro  Kaff  E€pac«c  cvayycXiov  ftareXc^av,  y  /iaXi?a  E€-? 
pcu&v  01  rov  Xpi^ov  irapaSc&ifievot  ^apeai.  Tayra  /icv  frctvra 
rwv  avrcXcyo/ucvwv  av  eeif.  .'...., 

Here  it  is  difficult  to  determine  precisely  what  Eu- 
sebius  intended  to  affirm  of  the  Gospel  according  to 
the  Hebrews,  because  it  is  uncertain  to  what  antecedent 
be  meant  to  refer  the  relative  tbtoig.     He  says,  av  tstocc 

to*c  *«  to  Kaff  E€pau*c  cvayyeXiov  icarcXegav,  to  which.thcj 

immediate  antecedent  is  ofioXoys/uvotc, .  but  the  remptQ 
antecedent  voOocc.     He  has  therefore  not  clearly  ex-> 
plained,  whether  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews 
was  ranked  by  some  (rivtc)  among  the  opoXoys/xeva,  or 
among  the  voOa.  If  they  ranked.it  among  the  voda,  they 
may  have  rejected  it  merely  on  account  of  its  interpo- 
lations, and  therefore  this  rejection  wilj  not  prove  that, 
the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews  was  originally  a 
different  work  from  the  Hebrew  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew. 
On  the  other  hand,  *if  they  ranked  it  among  the  o/*oXo- 
ysptva,  tbey  must  have  considered  this  Hebrew  Gospel 
with  exception  perhaps  to  its  interpolations,  as  the 
original  of  St.  Matthew's. Gospel*    .Which  of  the  two 

8 


W6  of  st.  Matthew's  gospel.         chap.  ii' 

interpretations  is  the  right  6ne,  I  will  not  pretend  to 
determine,  though  Dr.  Masch  is  decidedly  of  opinion 
that  the  former  atone  is  admissible1.  Equally  uncertain 
is  the  opinion  of  those  who  differed  from  the  few  (nvec) 
whose  sentiments  Eusebius  has  delivered  on  the  Hebrew 
Gospel.     If  these  (jiveg)  referred  it  to  the  o/ioAoyspcva, 
%the  majority  refused  it  this  honour,  and  probably  on 
account  of  its  interpolations.   If  the  few  (nvcc)  referred 
it  to  the  voOa}  as  Dr.  Masch  asserts,  the  question  then 
to  be  asked  is,  to  what  class  did  the  others,  who  con- 
stituted the  majority,  refer  it  ?    Now  it  appears  to  me, 
that  if  the  few  referred  it  to  the  voOay  the  majority  most 
have  referred  it  to  the  o/ioXo^sfttva,  and  consequently 
have  considered  as  St  Matthew's  original,  agreeably 
to  what  Jerom  says,  Vocatur  a  plerisque  Matthai  au- 
thenticum m.  But  Dr.  Masch,  who  asserts  the  premises, 
denies  the  inference,  and  asserts  that  the  few  placed  it 
among  the  voOat  but  that  the  majority  placed  it,  not  in 
a  higher,  but  in  a  still  lower  class  than  the  vo&a.     To 
make  this  inference  at  least  plausible,  he  says,  (what  I 
shall  certainly  not  dispute)  that  Eusebius,  after  having 
enumerated   the  ofioXoyspeva,  avnXtyontva,    and  voOa, 
mentions  a  fourth  class  of  books,  which  calls  arowa 
iravrri  Kai  Sv<r<rc€ij,   and  describes  as  undeserving  of  a 
place  even  among  the  voOa.    To  this  fourth  class  of 
totally  worthless,  and  impious  books,  says  Dr.  Masch, 
did   the  majority,    according  to  Eusebius,   refer  the 
Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews.     But  -this  inference 

■  He  argues,  p.  200,  from  the  arrangement  observed  by  Eusebius 
in  the  distribution  of  the  several  books  into  ofAtXoyvfMPm,  amtoypm*, 
and  m&«  :  and  contends,  that,  as  Eusebius  has  mentioned  the  Gospel 
according  to  the  Hebrews,  in  the  class  of  the  h(U,  it  would  be  a  total 
violation  of  order,  if  we  referred  totok  to  the  word  opoXoygfti  »ok, 
which  he  had  introduced  as  a  mere  remark  in  treating  of  the  w0cs. 
Now  I  admit,  that  this  argument  would  be  valid,  if  it  were  applied 
to  a  writer,  whose  accuracy  in  the  arrangement  of  his  materials  ad* 
mitted  of  no  doubt ;  but  the  description,  which  Eusebius  has  given 
in  tliis  chapter,  is  really  so  confused,  that  we  cannot  argue  merely 
from  die  arrangement  of  Its  several  parts. 


;  m  See  his  Note  to  Matth.  xii.  13. 
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is  contrary  to  the  testimony  of  every  ecclesiastical  writer 
on  this  Gospel,  for  not  one  has  described  it  as  a  totally 
worthless  and  impious  book,  but  on  the  contrary  they 
speak  of  it  in  general  with  great  respect.     Origen,  it  is 
true,  did  not  admit  its  inspiration ;  yet  be  frequently 
quoted  it,  though  not  as  scripture  authority,  yet  by 
way  of  illustration,  and  in  support  of  his  arguments  *. 
Epiphanius  is  very  far  from  speaking  of  the  Gospel  used 
by  the  Nazarenes  in  disrespectful  terms,  and  Jerom 
thought  it  of  sufficient  importance  to  merit  a  translation. 
Both  of  these  writers  indeed  lived  somewhat  later  than 
Eusebius,  but  if  a  favourable  opinion  was  entertained 
of  this  Gospel  in  the  time  of  Jerom  and  Epiphanius, 
we  can  hardly  suppose  that  it  was  treated  half  a  century 
before,  as  worthless  and  impious.     Even  the  interpola- 
tions in  this  Gospel,  as  far  as  we  are  acquainted  with 
them,  by  no  means  deserve  these  epithets:  and  there* 
fore  I  am  persuaded  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of 
Eusebius  to  say,  that  the  majority  referred  the  Gospel 
in  question  to  the  arova  iravrq  kcu  Suotc&i*5.  Dr.  Mascb 
objects0,  that  the  majority  could  not   possibly  have 
placed  this  Gospel  among  the  opoXoyapfva,  because  the 
majority  of  the  Christians  in  the  time  of  Eusebius  were 
sot  acquainted  with  it.    But  this  argument  proves  no* 
thing:  for  the  majority  of  Christians  in  the  time  of 
Eusebius  were  no  more  acquainted  with  the  Hebrew 
Bible,    than  with  the  Hebrew  Gospel,  their  want  of 
knowledge  of  it  proceeding  from  their  ignorance  of  the 
language  in  which  it  was  written.    That  the  majority 
therefore  did  not  make  use  of  the  Hebrew  Gospel,  will 
not  prove  that  they  absolutely  rejected  it.— But  what- 
ever was  the  opinion  of  the  few  or  of  the  many  in  respect 
to  the  Gospel  in  question,  the  opinion,  which  Eusebius 

•  Origen  says,  (Tract,  VlIL  in  Mauh.  Tom.  I.  p.  78*)  Scrotum 
in.  Enngelio  quintain,  quod  dicitttr  secundum  Hobreeoa ;  si  to* 
placet  alicui  recipere  iflud  non  ad  auctoritatem.  sed  ad  ipapifes* 
proposite  quaestlonis,  &&    . 

9  Pago  194. 
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himself  entertained  of  it  was  certainly  in  its  favour. 
For  immediately  after  the  account  which  he  has  given 

of  this  Gospel,  he  adds,  ravra  fitv  iravra  rwv  avriXeyofuvwv 

av  ««?.  He  places  therefore  the  Gospel  according  to 
the  Hebrews,  that  is,  the  Gospel  used  by  the  Naza- 
renes, in  the  same  rank,  not  only  with  the  Apocalypse, 
but  with  the  Epistle  of  3t  James,  the  second  Epistle 
of  St  Peter,  the  second  and  third  of  St.  John,  and  the 
Epistle  of  St  Jude. 

Before  I  conclude  my  account  of  the  authors,  who 
have  either  described  or  quoted  the  Hebrew  Gospel  of 
the  Nazarenes,  I  must  take  notice  of  a  passage,  which 
I  have  already  quoted  from  Ignatius.  This  father,  in 
the  third  chapter  of  his  Epistle  to.  the  Christians  of 
Smyrna,  where  he  defends  the  manhood  of  Christ 
against  the  Docetae,  has  the  following  passage :  Ey<$>  yap 

fitra  rriv  avwsaaiv  cv  tfapci  avtov  ot&a,  Kai  irc?cua>  ovra.  Ka« 
ore  irpoc  tbq  vtpi  Tltrpov  tyX06v.  t^ij  avrotc*  Xa&rc  ^»)Xa^i|- 
mart  ft*,  jcai  •$«•«  oti  ovk  tifii  Sai/uovcov  aawfiarov'  itcri  tvBve 
avT8  rixpavTO,   icai  *m?ev<tav,   icpaflcvrec  Tip  aapKi  avrs  koi  rtp 

wvtvfiari.     This  passage  was  according  to  Jerom  p  in  the 
Gospel  of  the  Nazarenes,  and  lie  considers  it  as  a  cer- 
tain fact  that  Ignatius  quoted  it  from  this' Gospel.    But 
Ignatius  does  not  say  that  it  was  a  quotation  from  this 
or  from  any  other  Gospel.     And  therefore  it  is  at  least 
possible  that  this  passage,  instead  of  having  been  quoted 
by  Ignatius  from  the  Gospel  of  the  Nazarenes,  was  in- 
terpolated in  this  Gospel  from  the  Epistle  of  Ignatius, 
who  probably  derived  his  information  from  conversation 
with  the  Apostles.     I  am  surprised  that  this  has  never 
occurred  to  any  critic,  as  the  fact  is  not  only  possible, 
but  in  my  opinion  highly  probable,  if  not  absolutely 
certain16.     In  this  opinion  I  am  confirmed  by  the  cir- 
cumstance, that  this  passage  as  worded  in  the  Gospel  of 
the  Nazarenes,  betrays  a  translation  from  the  Greek.  Ig- 
natius writes  irpoc  rsc  mpi  IlcrpovnXOc, which  literally  trans- 
lated signifies  '  he  came  to  those  who  were  with  Peter,* 
but  according  to  the  usage  of  the  Greek  language  denotes 

'  Catalog,  tcriptor.  ecclesiastic  s.  t.  Ignatius. 
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simply,  *  he  came  to  Peter/  Now  according  to  Jerom 
this  passage  was  worded  thus  in  the  Gospel  of  the  Na- 
zarenes :  '  he  came  to  Peter,  and  to  those  who  were 
with  Peter/  which  bet  rajs  a  twofold  translation  from 
the  Greek  rrpoq  rsg  Trcpi  Ilfrpov  ijXOe,  a  correct  one,  4  he 
came  to  Peter/  and  an  incorrect  one  '  he  came  to  those 
who  were  with  Peter*7/  Ignatius  therefore  cannot  be 
produced  as  evidence  for  the  antiquity  and  authority 
of  the  Gospel  of  the  Nazarenes,  though  he  may  be 
considered  as  a  voucher  for  the  truth  of  this  narration 
which  is  contained  in  it  And  from  this  very  example 
we  may  perceive  in  what  manner  the  interpolations  in 
the  Nazarene  Gospel  took  their  rise,  namely  by  adding 
to  the  original  text  of  St  Matthew,  whatever  accounts 
could  be  procured  from  good  authority  relating  to 
Christ 

The  history  of  the  Nazarene  Gospel  may  be  briefly 
summed  up  under  the  following  heads. 

1.  Very  few  ecclesiastical  writers  have  taken  notice 
of  this  Gospel  ** :  at  which  we  have  no  reason  to  be 
surprised  as  few  of  them  understood  Hebrew,  and  no 
translation  of  it  had  been  made  before  that  of  Jerom. 
Besides,  the  copies  of  it  were  very  scarce  even  in  Pales-  * 
titie,  for  Jerom  mentions  it  as  an  unusual  book,  which 
he  found  in  the  library  of  Csesarea  **. 

2.  However  its  name  and  character  were  not  un- 
known; though  it  is  difficult  to  determine,  what  the 
majority  of  Christians  in  the  three  first  centuries  thought 
of  it,  because  Eusebius  has  expressed  himself  in  am- 
biguous terms.  In  the  fifth  century  most  persons 
believed  it  to  befthe  original  of  St.  Matthew's  Gos- 
pel :  but  whether  they  knew  that  it  was  interpolated, 
aod  distinguished  the  genuine  text  from  its  additions, 
we  are  not  informed. 

3.  Ignatius  does  not  mention  the  name  of  this  Gos- 
pel: be  has  a  passage  indeed,  which  existed  in  this 
Gospel,  but  that  passage,  as  I  have  already  shewn,  was 
inserted  in  the  Nazarene  Gospel  from  the  Epistle  of 
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Ignatius,  and  not  quoted  by  Ignatius  from  this  Gaa- 

pel'0. 

4.  It  is  quoted  more  than  once  by  Origen,  as  ancient 
though  not  as  scripture  authority ;  for  he  considered  it, 
probably  on  account  of  its  interpolations,  as  a  mere 
human  composition,  but  he  is  far  from  speaking  of  it 
in  terms  of  disrespect  What  he  thought  of  its  genuine 
text,  when  separated  from  the  interpolations,  he  has  no 
vhere  mentioned. 

5.  Eusebius  refers  it  to  the  avnXtyofiiva,  and  places 
it  in  the  same  rank  with  the  Epistle  of  St  James,  the 
second  Epistle  of  St.  Peter,  the  second  and  third  of  St. 
John,  the  Epistle  of  St  Jude,  and  the  Apocalypse. 

6.  Epiphanius  describes  the  Nazarene  Gospel,  as  St 
Matthew's  original:  but  he  does  not  appear  to  have 
seen  it  himself,  and  therefore  he  probably  followed  the 

.  common  opinion. 

7.  Jerom  was  well  acquainted  with  it,  and  describes 
it  as  St.  Matthew's  original  It  is  true  that  in  one 
passage,  in  his  cursory  Preface  to  St  Matthew's  Gospel, 
he  speaks  of  it  under  the  name  of  the  Gospel  of  the 
twelve  Apostles,  in  disrespectful  terms.  But  he  had 
probably  the  interpolations  only  in  view,  when  he  cast 
this  censure  upon  it,  and  did  not  mean  to  reflect  on  the 
genuine  text  Nay  the  interpolations  themselves  he  has 
at  other  times  quoted  without  the  smallest  disappro- 
bation, and  in  his  controversy  with  the  Pelagians  he 
has  produced  them  even  as  authority. 

After  all  then,  that  has  been  said  on  this  subject,  we 
see  that  Jerom  is  the  only  ecclesiastical  writer,  who  had 
sufficient  knowledge  of  the  Nazarene  Gospel,  to  fur- 
nish us  with  certain  information.  By  his  report  there- 
fore I  shall  abide,  and  shall  consider  the  Nazarene 
Gospel  as  St  Matthew's  original,  augmented  indeed 
with  many  additions,  which,  though  they  are  so  far 
spurious,  that  they  did  not  proceed  from  the  pen  of 
St.  Matthew,  who  wrote  the  Gospel  itself,  were  de- 
rived probably  from  good  authority,  and  therefore  may 
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be  historically,  though  not  critically,  true.  Absolute 
certainty  on  this  subject  is  not  to  be  expected,  since 
Jerom's  translation,  as  well  as,  the  Hebrew  Gospel  itself 
is  unfortunately  lost :  we  must  therefore  content  our- 
selves with  probabilities,  and,  though  we  are  in  danger 
of  falling  into  error,  must  argue  from  the  few  documents, 
which  are  now  extant31. 

If  the  original  had  descended  to  the  present  age,  it 
would  have  been  of  great  use  both  to  critics  and  com- 
mentators, as  appears  from  ,one  of  its  readings,  which 
Jerom  has  quoted  at  Matth.  vi.  11.  In  this  passage  the 

Greek  text  is,  Tov  oprav  njpw  tov  swtsmov  &>c  tym  <r*/ti6pov, 

which  in  our  version  is  rendered,  '  Give  us  this  day  our 
daily  bread/  Now  the  word  wriwrioc  is  a  very  unusual 
word,  and  hence  various  commentators  have  given 
various  explanations  of  it.  Among  other  interpret** 
tioos,  o  €*cs<noc  has  beeq  explained  as  denoting  o  nrc 
fTWtfiic  ly/upac :  and  cpnsequently  the  fourth  petition  of 
the  Lord's  Prayer,  as  signifying,  'Give  us  this  day 
our  bread  for  the  morrow/  This  interpretation,  which 
is  in  itself  highly  probable,  is  confirmed  as  the  true 
one,  by  the  word  used  in  the  Nazarene  Gospel,  if  this 
Gospel  is  St.  Matthew's  original :  for  Jerom  relates  that 
for  tvifxjiov  in  the  Greek  Gospel,  the  Nazarene  Gospel 
had  TTJD,  which  denotes  dies  crastinus  \     To  petition 

i  Dr.  Match  (p.  207—21 1.)  conjectures  that  the  word  used  la 
the  Nazarene  Gospel  was  not  nno,  but  inn  with  an  He  and  not 
Heth,  and  that  Jerom  in  the  hurry  of  copying  mistook  n  for  n. 
He  is  of  opinion  that  if  nno  had  stood  in  the  original,  no  Greek 
translator  of  the  two  first  centuries  would  have  rendered  it  by  •<*»- 
imt,  because  this  word  does  not  occur  in  that  sense  in  any  writer  of 
the  two  firstcenturies.  Butaccordingto  Origen  the  word  Hrumot,  did 
not  occur  in  this  or  any  other  sense,  except  in  the  Lord's  Prayer,  for 
he  says  the  word  was  peculiar  to  the  Evangelists.    See  Western's 
Note  to  Matt.  vi.  11.    This  argument  therefore  would  prove  too 
much.     On  the  contrary,  it  appears  to  roe,  that,  if  nnn  was  the 
word  used  by  Christ,  MrMsnor  is  a  translation  which  we  might  not  un- 
reasonably expect  from  the  Evangelists,  because  «  «»«*<**  is  used  iit 
the  New  Testament  to  denote  the  '  day  following/  That  the  Syriae 
translator  has  used  a  different  word  for  htmvw  will  not  prove  that 
wis  was  not  used  in  the  original  of  the  Lord's  Prayer,  for  the 
Syriae  translator  may  have  misunderstood  the  Greek  in  this  pas- 
sage, as  he  has  done  in  many  ethers. 
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the  Deity  to  give  us  each  day  what  is  necessary  for  the 
morrow  is  surely  more  suitable  to  our  wants,  than  to 
xequest  him  to  give  us  what  is  necessary  for  the  day, 
on  which  we  make  the  petition,  since  it  generally  bap- 
pens  that  the  wants  of  that  day  are  already  supplied. 
Christ  therefore,  who  has  taught  us  not  to  be  anxious 
for  the  morrow,  has  commanded  us  to  rely  on  our 
heavenly  Father,  and  to  petition  him  that  be  would 
grant  to  day  what  is  necessary  for  the  morrow,  that  we 
may  await  the  approach  of  each .  subsequent  day  with- 
out fear  or  anxiety. 

.  The  preceding  example  may  serve  as  a  specimen  of 
the  exegetical  use,  which  might  be  made  of  the  Naza- 
.rene  Gospel,  were  it  now  extant  To  illustrate  its 
critical  use,  in  determining  the  authenticity  orspuri- 
ousness  of  doubtful  passages,  we  may  apply  it  to  the 
two  first  chapters  of  St  Matthew's  Gospel,  on  which 
doubts  are  entertained,,  whether  they  really  proceeded 
from  the  pen  of  the  Evangelist  It  appears  from  the 
accounts  of  Epiphanius,  which  have  been  already 
qudteri,  that  in  the  Hebrew  Gospel  used  by  the  Ebio- 
riites,  the  genealogy  was  certainly  wanting ;  and  per- 
haps the  whole  of  the  two  first  chapters31.  Tatian 
likewise,  who  is  said  to  have  used  the  Hebrew  Gospel 
omitted  the  genealogy  :  in  two  Capitulations  and  a  Bre- 
viary published  by  Martianay  it  is  wholly  unnoticed : 
and  the  Codex  Eboerianus,  which  I  have  described  in 
the  Catalogue  of  the  Greek  Manuscripts',  begins  St 
Matthew's  Gospel  with  the  eighteenth  verse  of  the  first 
chapter ".  There  are  likewise  internal  marks,  which 
render  it  at  least  doubtful,  whether  the  genealogy  was 
written  by  the  same  person,  who  wrote  the  rest  of  the 

Gospel.      For  instance  ver.  6.  haaai  tyevvriat  Aa&£  top 

j3a<nXca  is  copied  (contrary  to  the  common  custom  in 
St  Matthew's  Gospel,)  not  from  the  Hebrew,  but  from 
the  Greek,  book  of  Ruth,  ch.  iv.  22.  where  we  find 
Icroat  tytwyat  Aa&Srovj3a<riXca,  whereas  the  Hebrew  has 
simply  TnnKT^PPtK  without  any  word  expressive 

r  Vol.  II.  Ch.  fiii.  Sect.  6.  N».  116. 
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of  rw  jScKuXta  '♦  Doubts  of  this  kind  might  be  either 
removed  or  confirmed  by  the  Nazarene  Gospel,  were 
it  now  extant,  and  were  we  absolutely  certain  that  it 
contained  the  original  text  of  St.  Matthew.  But  our 
imperfect  accounts  of  this  Gospel  make  it  difficult  to 
determine  whether  it  began  in  the  same  manner  as  our 
Greek  Gospel,  or  whether  it  began  at  the  eighteenth 
verse  of  the  first  chapter,  or  whether  it  commenced  with 
what  is  now  our  third  chapter  ". 

On  the  other  band,  though  it  were  true  that  the  two 
first  chapters  did  not  exist  in  St.  Matthew's  Hebrew 
original,  they  would  not  therefore  deserve  to  be  re- 
jected as  a  false  and  spurious  production.     If  St.  Mat- 
thew gave  no  account  of  the  birth  of  Christ  in  his 
Gospel,  he  may  have  written  a  separate  work  on  that 
subject,  with  the  title  Bc€Xoc  ytv*<ruos  Iipre  Xpm,  which 
when  translated  into  Greek  may,  have  been  prefixed  to 
his  Gospel,  lest  so  small  a  work,  if  written  separately 
should  be  lost.    The  canonical  authority  therefore  of 
these  two  chapters  is  not  necessarily  affected  even  if 
the  Hebrew  Gospel  did  not  contain  diem :  though  I 
admit  that  the  proof  of  their  canonicity  would  be  more 
complete,  if  we  could  shew,  that  they  existed  in  the 
original  Gospel.     No  two  chapters,  in  the  whole  New 
Testament  are  pressed  with  so  many  difficulties,  as  die 
two  in  question :  not  so  much  on  account  of  the  ap- 
parent contradictions  to   the  genealogy  given  by  St 
Luke,   which  may  be  very  satisfactorily  reconciled,  as 
on  account  of  the  quotations  contained  in  them  from 
the  Old  Testament,  which  I  am  wholly  unable  to  ex- 
plain.    The  account  likewise  given  ch.  i.  5.  that  Rahab 
was  the  mother  of  Boaz,  and  consequently  that  David 
was  descended  from  her,  appears  to  be  very  uncertain, 
because  in  the  genealogical  table  of  David's  ancestors, 
which  is  given  in  the  book  of  Ruth  \  and  in  the  first 
book  of   the  Chronicles1,    no   mention  is  made    of 
any  such  person  as  Rahab :  nor  is  it  said  in  the  book  of 

*     •Ch.iv.21.  '  Cb.fi.  11. 
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Joshua  tt9  where  the  history  of  Hahab  is  related*  that 
ahe  married  the  father  of  Boaz s*.  Since  therefore  the 
Old  Testament  is  silent  on  this  subject,  the  writer  of 
the  genealogy  could  have  derived  his  information  from 
00  other  source  than  Jewish  tradition.  But  we  find  no 
such  report  among  the  Jewish  writers.  On  the  con* 
trary,  it  appears  from  the  quotations  made  by  Wetsteio, 
that  among  the  descendants  of  Rahab  were  several 
priests:  whence  we  might  suppose  that  she  married 
rather  into  the  tribe  of  Levi,  than  into  the  tribe  of 
Judah ,T.  Should  any  critic  therefore,  in  consequence 
of  these  difficulties  be  disposed  to  separate  the  two  first 
chapters  from  the  rest  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  in 
cruder  to  prevent  the  objections  which  may  be  made  to 
them  (ram  affecting  the  credibility  and  inspiration  of 
the  whole  Gosptl*  I  should  not  censure  him  for  his 
conduct,  though  for  my  own  part  I  am  unable  to  come 
|p  a  positive  decision,  whether  they  ought  to  be  sepa- 
rated or  not*  At  any  rate,  if  they  were  not  written  by 
St.  Matthew,  they  were  certainly  written  before  the  de- 
struction of  Jerusalem ;  for  after  that  period,,  the  Gospel 
of  St  Luke  must  have  been  so  generally  known  as  to 
have  superseded  the  necessity  of  another  genealogy. 
Besides,  if  this  genealogy  had  been  fabricated  in  a  later 
age,  the  author  of  k  would  have  taken  care  to  have 
avoided  even  the  appearance  of  a  contradiction  to  the 
genealogy  of  St.  Luke.  Nor  must  we  forget,  that  the 
two  first  chapters,  as  well  as  the  remaining  part  of  the 
Gospel,  have  been  uniformly  handed  down  by  the  an- 
cient churob,  as  the  work  of  St  Matthew s9. 


■  Ch.  vk  25. 
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SECTION  X. 

Of  the  Hebreto  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew  which  was  pub- 
lished by  Sebastian  Murister:  and  of  the  edition  pub" 
lished  by  John  Tilet. 

Wi  have  two  editions  of  a  Hebrew  Gospel  in  print : 
but  it  is  certain  that  neither  of  them  is  St  Matthew's 
original,  and  that  neither  of  them  was  used  either  by 
the  Nazarenes  or  by  the  Ebionites.  Of  Minister  s 
edition  I  can  make  this  assertion  from  actual  exami- 
nation, for  I  have  found  that  it  has  none  of  the  dis- 
tinguishing passages  of  the  Nazarene  Gospel :  and 
they  who  nave  examined  Tilet's  edition,  say  the  same. 
Besides,  in  both  these  editions  the  language  is  not 
Chaldee,  but  Hebrew  as  written  by  the  Rabbins,  or  as 
we  call  it,  Rabbinic:  which  alone  affords  sufficient 
proof  that  this  is  not  the  Gospel,  which  was  used,  by 
the  Nazarenes. 

The  title  of  Miinster's  edition  of  1557,  is  mill 

I  rPtPOil  Evangelium  secundum  Matthaeum  in  lingua 

Hebraica,  cum  versione  Latina,  atque  annotationibus 

Sebastiani  MunsterL — Una  cum  epistola  D.  Pauli  ad 

Hebreeos,  Hebraice  et  Latino.     Basils  apud  Henricum 

Petri  \     The  first  edition,  which  was  printed  in  1537, 

I  have  never  seen,  and  therefore  I  know  not  whether  it 

differs  from  that  of  1557 :  but  there  is  another  edition, 

printed  in  1582,  which  I  have  compared  with  that  of 

1557,  and  have  found  them  so  similar  to  each  other, 

that  one  might  suppose  the  edition  of  1582  was  nothing 

more  than  the  edition  of  1557,  with  a  new  title  page 

and  a  new  preface.     In  both  editions  the  types  are  the 

very  same,  and  resemble  each  other  in  the  irregularity 

of  their  position,  and  the  weakness  and  illegibility  of 

the  impression.     Further,  the  first  and  last  words  of 

■  The  subscription,  at  the  end,  is  dated,  Basileae,  per  Henricum 
Petri,  anno  m.d.lvii.  mense  Augusta 
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each  page,  are  the  same  in  both  editions,  except  that 
p.  206,  207,  there  is  a  trifling  difference  in  respect  to 
the  words,  which  follow  1DJJ  tfim.  However,  whe- 
ther they  are  the  same  or  not,  is  of  no  great  importance 
in  the  present  inquiry,  and  therefore  I  shall  leave  the 
question  to  be  determined  by  those,  who  are  bibliogra- 
phers by  profession.  Mr.  Nahmmacher,  who  has  pub- 
lished three  dissertations,  entitled,  "  Animadversiones  in 
Evangelium  Hebraic um  Sebastiani  Miinsteri/'in  which 
he  endeavours  by  the  help  of  this  Gospel  to  explain 
difficult  passages  of  the  Greek,  has  mentioned  another 
edition  published  by  Cinquarbres,  or  Quinquarboreus, 
as  he  styled  himself  in  Latin,  at  Paris  in  1551. 

Sebastian  Minister  in  his  dedication  to  the  King  of 
England,  Henry  VIII.  says  that  he  did  not  print  this 
Hebrew  version  exactly  as  it  was  in  his  manuscript,  but 
that  he  supplied  the  deficiencies,  wherever  it  was  im- 
perfect 7.  His  publication  therefore  is  of  no  value  to 
a  critic  :  for  no  man  can  quote  a  reading  of  this  Gos- 
pel, either  for  or  against  a  reading  of  the  Greek  text, 
since  he  must  always  remain  in  doubt,  whether  it  stood 
in  the  manuscript,  or  whether  it  was  one  of  Miinster's 
additions. 

One  of  the  motives  to  this  publication  was  the  hope 
of  converting  the  Jews ;  for  Miinster  relates  in  his  Pre- 
face", that  he  was  requested  by  those,  who  had  seen 
the  extracts  which  he  had  given  from  it  in  some  of  his 
former  works,  to  print  it  for  that  purpose.  But  Miin- 
ster himself,  who  doubted  whether  it  would  produce 

j  Matthset  Evangelium — in  nativasua,  hoc  est,  Hebraica  lingua, 
son  qual  iter  apud  Hebnsorum  vulgus  lacerum  tavern*  sed  a  me  re- 
dintegratum  et  in  unum  corpus  redactum  emittimus. 

«  P.  11.  Quumillud  ante  multos  anno*  in  libris  meis  Hebraicis 
citassero,  eaaentque  qui  me  sollicitarent  tanttun  thesaurum  in  publi- 
cum ut  emitterem,  futurum  speiantes  ut — qui  alieni  tout 'a  Christo 
hae  occasione  traherentur  ad  Christum,  tarn  honestam  et  ^"^firm 
petitionee*  repellere  indignum  ratus,  &c.  N.B.  Though  1  quote  the 
number  of  the  page,  in  order  to  direct  the  reader,  the  pages  in  the 
preface  itself  are  not  numbered. 
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this  effect*,  had  another  motive.    He  supposed  that 
St  Matthew's  original  was  in  the  very  same  language, 
as  the  Gospel  which  he  published  ,  and  concluded 
therefore  that  his  work  would  be  of  use  in  ascertaining 
the  meaning  of  the  Greek  text,  because  the  Hebrew 
has  many  peculiarities,  which  it  is  difficult  to  express  in 
a  translation c.     On  this  occasion  he  casts  a  very  unsea- 
sonable censure  on  those,  who  trust  to  versions,  as  if 
the  Gospel,  which  he  published,  were  not  itself  a  ver- 
sion.    But  since  it  is  not  a  version  into  the  same  dialect, 
in  which  the  Gospel  was  originally  written,  it  will  hot 
always  assist  us  in  attempting  to  discover  the  words  of 
the  original.     It  is  true  that  the  Chaldee  dialect,  which 
was  spoken  by  Christ  and  his  Apostles,  is  in  its  struc- 
ture very  closely  allied  to  the  Rabbinic :  but  in  their 
modes  of  expression  there  is  a  material  difference,  espe- 
cially since  the  European  Jews  have  adopted  so  many 
terms  from  other  languages,  and  the  dialect  of  Monster's 
Gospel  is  that  of  modern  Rabbinic.     Further,  the 
translator  does  not  appear  to  have  been  fortunate  in 
the  choice  of  his  phrases :  and  like  the  Syriac  translator 
he  has  not  always  availed  himself  of  the  advantages, 
which  the  language,  in  which  he  wrote,  afforded  him. 
The  Sermon  on  the  mount  for  instance,  if  it  were  re- 
translated into  the  language  spoken  by  Christ  in  such 
a  manner  that  the  forms  of  expression  used  by  the 

a  In  the  Preface  to  the  edition  of  1557,  p.  8.  he  says,  Non  quia 
nrihi  popolum  ceracosum  ilium  hujus  in  sua  lingua  publicatione 
Christum  agntturum  s pes  sit,  cum  iliud  semper  habuerint  quidem, 
inpognarint  autem  semper. 

*  See  the  quotation  in  the  preceding  Note  (r),  where  Minister 
uses  the  expression  in  nativa  sua,  hoc  est,  Hebraica  lingua. 

*  Deinde,  quod  quiedam  ob  sermonum  idiomata,  sic  in  alienam 
fisgoaiB,  transnindinon  possunt,  ut  vel  eandera  et  nativam*  paremve 
nttifss  gratiam  claritatemque  preferant.  Quod  hutc  linguae  pecu- 
Ksre  maiime  est.  It  is  true  that  these  words  may  be  referred  to 
the  Hebrew  Bible  only :  but  they  may  relate  also  to  the  Hebrew 
Gospel,  and  Miinster  is  not  the  only  person,  who  has  expected  to 
derite  from  it  so  much  critical  assistance. 
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ancient  Rabbins  were  preserved,  would  receive  very 
considerable  light :  but  from  the  translation  of  this  dis- 
course in  Miiaster's  edition,  we  can  derive  little  or  no 
information.  In  many  places  we  find  a  very  good 
translation,  but  there  are  others  again  in  which  the 
translator  might  certainly  have  chosen  better  expressions. 
At  Matt,  xxvii.  62.  ovvnyQuaav  ought  to  have  been 
rendered  by  1CU3J d  instead  of  which  we  find  the  ill* 
chosen  expression  IfiDKJ  '•  Ver.  65 1  66.  kbvw&m  ought 
probably  in  Rabbinic  to  be  written  MHJIDOlp  agreeably 
to  what  we  find  in  the  Syriac  version  *,  because  thesufan 
ject  related  to  a  Roman  guard;  but  in  Minister  sedition 
iroc*»&a  is  given  by  motfb*  The  difficult  passage, 
ch.  xxviiL  1.  might  have  been  rendered  intelligible 
merely  by  the  use  of  the  word  "VU  * :  but  the  translator 
instead  of  adopting  this  word  has  •  rendered  the  passage 

thus  rotfn  iroo  nw#  r\2#n  awn*   in  short  the 

translation  is  of  no  value. 

I  have  already  observed  that  the  language  of  this 
translation  is  Rabbinic :  and  it  appears  to  be  the  same 
kind  of  Rabbinic  as  was  used  by  Jewish  writers  of  the 
twelfth  and  following  centuries.  It  is  therefore  not 
improbable  that  this  translation  was  made  by  a  Jewish 
convert,  in  the  interval  between  the  twelfth  and  six- 
teenth century,  in  order  to  furnish  bis  brethren  with 
a  true  history  of  Christ,  and  to  confute  the  fabuloua 
and  absurd  accounts,  which  were  current  among  the 
Jews.  If  this  be  true,  as  it  really  appears  to  be,  we 
may  conclude  that  the  translation  was  made,  not  from 
the  Greek*  but  from  the  Vulgate,  for  we  cannot  expect 
a  knowledge  of  the  Greek  language  in  a  Jewish  convert 
of  the  middle  ages.    That  it  was  made  from  the  Vol* 


*  See  the  explanation  of  this  passage  in  my  History  of  the  Re- 
surrection, 

•  See  what  is  said  on  this  subject,  VoL  I.  Ch,  if.  Sect,  6.  of  that 
Introduction  *• 
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gate  is  confirmed  also  fay  an  observation  of  Wetttein  r, 
that  wherever  the  same  Greek  word  is  differently  ten* 
dered  in  the  Latin,  different  Hebrew  words  occur  itv 
Ibis  Gospel,  and  on  the  contrary,  where  different  Greek 
words  are  rendered  by  the  same  Latin  word,  in  e&efe 
place  of  this  Gospel  likewise  is  used  the  Mine  Hebrew 
word :  moreover  that  there  are  many  phrases*  which 
betray  a  literal  translation  from  the  Latin,  For  instartetf 
at  Matt-  iii.  2.  one  of  Wetstein's  examples,  which  I 
have  quoted  in  the  note,  every  man,  who  translated 
from  the  Greek,  would  probably  render  pter&vturc  by 
1310:  but  instead  of  this  single  word  we  find  in  Mon- 
ster's edition  rDltfJl  l\W9  which  literally  corresponds 
to  the  phrase  used  in  the  Vulgate,  pctinitentum  agitt* 
Farther,  the  translator  has  added  D"rr2  in  vivis,  whfch 
is  not  in  the  Vulgate,  bat  on  which  Mr.  Nahmm&ctof 
has  a  very  happy  conjecture.  I  have  never  compared 
this  Hebrew  Gospel,  line  for  line,  with  the  Greek  kmi 
Latin  texts;  but  even  a  cursory  examination  of  it  ha# 
furnished  me  with  several  examples,  which  c6nfirmf 
Wetstein's  opinion,  especially  elk  v.  23.  where  no  tranS^ 
latioivis  given  of  «*ij,  a  word  which  had  been  btintebed 
from  the  Vulgate,  bat  is  retained  in  almost  all  tbef 
Greek  manuscripts*  A  more  complete  examination  of 
this  Gospel  would  probably  supply  a  great  variety  Of 
instances*  which  might  completely  elucidate  this  sufcu 
jeet 

But  if  H  be  true  that  the  Hebrew  Gospel  pebfished 
by  Minister  was  translated  from  the  Vulgate  at  a  period 
later  than  the  twelfth  century,  it -follows,  that,  etten  if 

'  Prol.  p.  105.  Quoties  eadem  vox  Graeca  afiter  id  Latino'  fecf- 
ditur,  etiam  in  Hebraico  diversa  occummt  v.ocabufci  t  eoittra  ub* 
divewae  voces  Gracca?  eodem  modo  in  Latino  vertuntur,  in  Hebraico 
eadem  vex  reitanrit :  vt  Matth.  ii.  7, 8.  diligeiUsr  dtdtiU.  iii:  ^pami- 
temiiam  agite.  xv.  32.  iriduo.  xvit.  14.  tape  et  crebro.  xViii  lfi.  eeud 
f*&  emmt*  24.  qm  dtbebat  *»>  xx.  l&*fario  tibi  infuriam*  *xii.  2&" 
%sfme  admpiimum,  xxiv.  24.  ui  in  erromn  indutantotr,  riJieri.pQfatt+ 
xstiL  «5w  iofmo  a*  ttupmtdit,  xxviiu  l.prmto  maitef  ad  venfeuat,  La- 
tixiuin  sequent  codicem,  convertit. 
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Miinster  bad  printed  accurately  from  his  manuscript 
without  any  alterations,  it  could  be  of  no  value  to  a 
critic  in  determining  the  authenticity  of  the  Greek  read- 
ings, because  the  text  of  this  Hebrew  Gospel  shews 
only  what  were  the  readings  of  that  copy  of  the  Vulgate, 
from  which  the  translation  was  made*  It  might  be  used 
indeed  by  a  collector  of  various  readings  to  the  Vulgate : 
but  as  the  manuscripts  of  the  Vulgate  written  in  the 
twelfth  and  following  centuries  are  so  very  numerous,  it 
would  be  a  useless  labour  to  collect  readings  from  a 
Hebrew  translation  of  .it. 

Mr.  Knoch  is  of  opinion,  that  the  translation  was 
not  made  by  a  Jew,  because  it  contains  many  expres- 
sions, which  militate  against  the  rules  of  grammar  *• 
But  violations  of  this  kind  will  not  prove  that  the  au- 
thor was  not  a  Jew,  for  the  most  learned  Rabbins  of 
the  middle  ages  are  frequently  inattentive  to  the  rules 
of  grammar,  and  couple  sometimes  masculines  with  fe- 
ininines.  Rabbinic  is  of  itself  a  corrupt  dialect,  and 
bears  the  same  relation  to  pure  Hebrew,  as  the  Latin 
of  the  middle  ages  to  the  Latin  of  the  Augustan  age. 
Nay,  these  very  solecisms  would  rather  induce  me  to 
believe  that  a  Jew  was  the  author,  because  a  Christian, 
who  had  been  taught  Hebrew  by  the  rules  of  grammar, 
and  was  become  sufficiently  master  of  the  language  to 
be  able  tp  write  it,  would  probably  have  written  more 
correctly*  Some  have  supposed  that  Minister  himself 
was  the  author  of  this  version :  but  this  suspicion  is 
certainly  ungrounded,  because  Tilet's  edition  agrees  in 
the  main  with  that  of  Miinster,  and  therefore  neither 
of  them  can  have  been  forged  by  the  editors.  Besides, 
if  Miinster  s  object  had  .been  to  impose  on  the  world, 
be  would  probably  have  exhibited  a  very  different  text, 

f  In  his  Critical  and  Historical  Accounts  of  the  Brunswick  col- 
lection of  Bible*4,  page  556.  he  gives  the  following  example, 
W&  1  ITlVtriPT  "TO*  where  He  demonstrativura  is  used  before  the 
status  constructus.  I  admit  that  this  is  contrary  to  a  grammar  rule ; 
but  even  in  the  Hebrew  Bible  we  sometimes  find  exceptions  to  the 
rule. 

t 
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and  would  have  inserted  a  Hebrew  translation  of  all 
those  passages,  which  Jerom  had  quoted  from  the  Gos- 
pel of  the  Nazarenes.  This  would  have  been  a  more 
effectual  method  of  making  his  Gospel  pass  for  St. 
Matthew's  original :  but  since  he  has  not  acted  in  this 
manner,  it  is  difficult  to  comprehend  what  advantage  he 
could  propose  to  himself  in  ascribing  the  work  to  ano- 
ther, if  it  was  really  his  own. 

The  other  edition  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  in  Hebrew 
was  published  by  Jean  de  Tilet\  Bishop  of  Brieux, 
who  brought  it  in  manuscript  from  Rome,  and  Jean 
Mercier1,  at  Paris  in  1555.  Its  Latin  k  title  is  Evange- 
lium  bebraicum  Matthcei,,  recens  e  Judseorum  penetra- 
libus  erutum,  cum  intcrpretatione  Latina  ad  Vulgtitam, 
quoad  fieri  potuit,  accommodata.  Cum  privilegiu,  Pa* 
risiis  apud  Mart.  Juvenem,  m.  d.l.v.  It  appears  to 
contain  the  same  version,  as  that  which  was  published 
by  Miinster,  with  this  difference  that  the  two  manus- 
cripts varied  in  many  places  from  each  other1.  In 
some  passages  there  is  certainly  a  material  difference  be- 
tween the  editions :  but  this  arose  probably  from  the 
circumstance  that  Miinster  s  manuscripts  had  chasms, 
which  were  supplied  by  the  editor,  whereas  Tilet  printed 
those  passages  from  his  manuscript,  which  was  not  so 
defective.  Of  Tilet's  edition,  which  is  not  only  very 
scarce,  but  more  valuable  than  that  of  Miinster,  Mr. 
Spainer  has  been  sometime  engaged  in  writing  a  critical 
description,  which  I  hope  he  will  communicate  to  the 
public  '• 

»  In  Latin,  Tilius.  '  Johannes  Mercerus. 

k  I  do  not  quote  the  Hebrew  title,  because  I  am  not  in  possession 
of  tbe  book  itself,  and  1  am  not  certain,  whether  the  transcript, 
which  has  been  given  of  the  Hebrew  title,  be  accurate. 

1  They  sometimes  vary  in  the  mode  of  writing  proper  names. 
For  instance  the  word  Jesus,  is  in  Miinster's  edition  pw»,  but 
in  Tilefs  iw». 
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beth  were  relations4,  yet  Christ  was  of  the  family  of 
David  and  the  tribe  of  Judah  :  but  St  John  was  the 
son  of  a  priest  and  consequently  of  the  tribe  of 


SECTION  II. 

Historical  Accounts  relative  to  St.  Mark's  Gospel. 

Pa  pi  as,  bishop  of  Hierapolis  at  the  beginning  of  the 
second  century,  has  given  the  following  account  of  St. 
Mark's  Gospel,  for  which  he  appeals  to  the  authority 
til  John  the  presbyter 8.     Mapicoc  pcv  sp/unvcvntc  Ilcrps 

ycvopcvoc  p,  o<ra  tfivnftovtwnV)  aicpi€a>c  cypa^cv*  e  /ticv  roc 
toEm  ra  wro  r»  Xprcs  n  \t\0tvra  n  irpayOevra,  erf  yap 
IKtm  r%  Kuocs,  8Tt  7rapjjKoXe07f<rev  awy*  vccpov  $€,  i*c  efiiv, 
Ilcrpy,  oc  trpoc  f»C  XP£iaC  wrottiro  rac  8ecW*caAiaci  «AX*  *)(* 
ctfoircp  <xwra£cv  twv  jcvpiajcwv  wois/ucvoc  Aoywv.  Oct  sScv 
tyuipre  Mapicoc  sra*  cvca  ypcn/*ic  <*>C  aflrEpinfyiovcwrcv*  cvoc 
yap  rjroijjoraro   wpovoiav,  rs  /lci|$€v  a>v  ijicstire  irapaXdrccv*  i| 

^ev<ra(T0ac  n  ev  avroic.  From  the  preceding  account  we 
team  that  St.  Mark  committed  to  writing  what  he  had 
heard  delivered  by  St.  Peter ;  and  in  this  point,  all  other 
ancient  testimonies,  however  different  they  may  be  in 
other  respects,  agree  with  Papiasand  John  the  presbyter. 
But  the  latter  part  of  the  account,  natoely  that  St.  Mark's 
object  was  to  omit  nothing  which  had  been  delivered 

r  The  following  passage '  from  the  writings  of  Papias  is  quoted 
in  Euseb.  Hist.  Eccles.  Lib.  III.  cap.  39. 

-  p  When  the  Greek  Fathers  call  St.  Mark  EffapitmK  nitpr,  or 
the  Latin  Fathers  Interpret  Petri,  we  must  not  understand  *  an  in. 
terpreter*  in  the  common  acceptation  of  the  word,  of  which  St. 
Peter  stood  less  in  need  than  St.  Mark  himself.  It  is  similar  to  the 
phrase  Interpret  Divym,  when  applied  to  Mercury,  which  signifies 
*•  Messenger  of  the  Gods.9  Interpret  Petri  therefore,  when  applied 
to  St.  Mark,  signifies  nothing  more  than,  '  a  person  commissioned 
by  St.  Peter  to  execute  his  commands,' 
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by  St  Peter  appears  to  be  somewhat  exaggerated  :'  for 
it  is  very  improbable  that  St.  Peter  knew  nothing  more 
of  the  history  of  Christ,  than  is  contained  in  St.  Mark's 

Gospel.     The  clause  a  p&v  roc  ra£et  ra  wo  rs  Xprcov  if 

Xvxfkma  11  wfHxyQtma,  is  well  worthy  of  notice :  for  it 
shews  that  John  the  presbyter  and  Papias  were  of  opi- 
nion that  St.  Mark  did  not  write  according  to  the 
order  of  time,  as  many  modern  harmonists  have  ima- 
gined. 

Clement  of  Alexandria  in  his  Yiroraramic  relates  % 

T«  Ilcro*  o*/fto<nf  cv  Pw/up  ici?pt>£avroc  top  Aoyov,  /cac 
yynyari  to  tvayytktov  e&twovrocj  t«c  irapovrac  woAAac 
orrac  wapajcaA«wu  rov  Mafucov,  aic  av  aKoXsOipravra  axfry 
wopgwdfv  jcu  fiffivtifinvov  r*»v  Ac^divrioi/  avayom/mt  ra 
apa/tcva*  woisjo'avra  &  ro  Euayyi Aiop  furaosvai  rote  &Ofuvotc 
«vrs*    oi-cp    eriyvovra    rov     Tltrpov    *-oorp«rrue«c    fujrc 

m»XiMrat  fi^rc  9rporpc^atf0ai r.  Clement  therefore  agrees 
with  Papias  in  saying,,  that  St  Mark  committed  to 
writing  what  he  had  learnt  from  St.  Peter* 

The  same  account  is  given  by  Origen,  who,  speaking 
of  the  four  Gospels,  says,  Awmpov  &  ro  Kara  Maojcor,  *c 

Ilerpoc  v^riynaaro  awtf,  Troujaovra  \      Here  we  must  take 

notice,  that  the  two  Alexandrine  Father*,  Clement  and 
Origen,  who  were  the  most  learned  men  of  their  age, 
say  nothing  of  St  Mark's  having  published  his  Gospel 
at  Alexandria,  as  later  writers  assert 

«  The  following  passage  is  quoted  from  the  YvonwroiK  of  Cle- 
ment, by  Eusebius.  Hist.  Eccles.  Lib.  VI.  cap.  14.  In  this  place, 
Cusebius  has  not  mentioned  in  what  book  of  the  Tvon*-**!*  the 
passage  stood :  but  it  appears  from  what  he  says,  Lib.  II.  cap.  15. 
that  it  wast  hens/A  book;  for  he  there  likewise  refers  to  Clement  om 
tbm  subject,  and  says,  tr  wry  rtn  tmvrvwmrt**. 

»  It  may  be  observed  both  of  this  quotation  and  of  that  m  the 
preceding  paragraph,  that  neither  Papias  nor  Clement  of  Alexan- 
dria considered  St.  Mark's  Gospel  as  written  by  immediate  inspi- 

*  a.  But  this  question  has  been  already  examined,  Vol.  I.  ch.  lii. 
3. 

•  These  words  are  likewise  quoted  by  Eusebius,  Hist.  Eccles. 
.  VI.  cap.  25. 
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i,  in  his  treatise  against  Heresies,  Lib.  11L 

cap.  1.  says:  Mfra  mv  (gcil.  Ilcrps  *«i  IlauA«)  f£o$ow, 
"MapicoC  o  siaftrnrc  ***  fppirvewriie  IIsTps*  *«i  avtoe  ta  mpi 
lUrp*  JCijpvavepONi  cyypa^wc  HfU»  flrapa8«oWe.  This  ac- 
count of  Irenoeus  agrees  with  that  of  Papias,  Clement 
and  Origen,  in  the  assertion  that  St.  Mark  derived  his 
information  from  St  Peter*  But  Irenaeus  appears  to 
differ  from  Clement  in  saying,  that  St  Mark  did  not 
publish  his  Gospel  till  after  the  death  of  St  Peter  \ 
whereas  Clement  relates  that  be  wrote.it  during  the  life 
of  St.  Peter.  Their  accounts  however  may  be  recon- 
ciled on  the  supposition  that,  though  St  Mark  wrote 
hie  Gospel  during  the  life  of  St.  Peter,  be  did  not 
make  it  publickly  known  till  after  St  Peter's  death  K 

Tertiillian,  who  distinguished  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke 
-from  St  Matthew  and  St  John,  calling  the  tatter 
Apostles,  the  former  only  apostolic  men  u,  says  in  bis 
'treatise  against  Marcion,  Lib.  IV.  cap.  5.  Licet  et 
Marcus  quod  edidit  Petri  affirmetur,  cujus  ioterpres 
Marcus 

Sosebius,  hi  bis  .Ecclesiastical  History,  Lib.  II. 
cap.  15.  has  given  the  following  account  of  St.  Mark's 

Gospel.  Toaero  nriXap^c  rate  *«v  acpsar«itf  tb  Herpe  $u*~ 
tfouu?  twc&cac  ^cyyoCi  vc  /u|  tf  etaaira£  ucavwc  •Xuv 
aptcuaOai  aicoy,  pi?  $t  rg  aypafw  rs  dcis  Jdipvyparoc  SiSatr- 
icoAca'  irapaicXiicrccr*  8e  Tavrouut  Mapcov,  s  t^wmyytXtov 
^eperai,  qkoXsOov  ovra  Ilcrps  Xtirapi|ffat,  a>c  «v  icoi  Sia  ypa^ifc 
vfropvtifia s  rife  &a  Xoy«  wapatioQuGTft  avrotc  KaraXtapot 
oV$a9JcaXta£°  jiri  irporcpov  re  avtivai,  i\  Kartpyaaav&ai  tov 
•aopa,  koi  toury  curifc  yiwrflcunrc  t«  Aeyofuvs  «ara  MapJtov 

svayysXis  ypcfivc*  Thus  fur  Eusebius  relates  in  positive 
terms,  and  appeals,  a  few  lines  afterwards,  to  Clement 
of  Alexandria  and  Papias,  as  vouchers  for  its  truth. 
But  immediately  after  the  words  just  quoted,  be  adds 

*  Mir*  t*»  ww  i^oJbv  is  literally  <  after  their  exit/  that  is,  after 
their  decease :  not  *  after  their  departure  from  Rome,'  tfs  stone 
cntiba  hate  supposed  *. 

«  Adv.  Marcion,  Lib.  IV.  cap.  5. 
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an  account  relative  to  St.  Peter's  conduct  on  this  oo 
casion,  which  he  introduces  with  the  word  <^<n  (they 
say,)  thereby  implying  that  he  reported  only  what 
others  bad  said,  without  taking  upon  himself  to  war- 
rant its  authenticity*     His  words  are;  yvovra  Se  ro  vpa\ 

kt  $aei  tov  AirrcoXev,  QiroKa\v\fiaVTOG  ctvry  r«  irvcv/iaroc  % 
pftpKit  rp  twv  avSptov  irpofktfJiKp,  icvpwntt  re  t»v  ypa^w  *iq 

ara&v  t«<?  eicicX^eafc-  This  is  an  addition  to  the  pre* 
ceding  account,  and  is  a  contradiction  to  thai,  which 
I  have  quoted  in  a  preceding  paragraph  from  Clement 
of  Alexandria,  according  to  which  St  Peter  neither 
prohibited  nor  promoted  St.  Mark's  Gospel.  Now  it  is 
true  that  an  account  introduced  by  Eusebius,  merely 
witl)  the  expression  <pa<n  (they  say,)  is  hardly  of  suffi- 
cient authority  to  overturn  the  direct  assertion  of  Cle- 
meat4.  Yet  on  the  other  hand,  it  contains  nothing 
incredible,  whereas  that  of  Clement  is  certainly  a  very 
extraordinary  one,  since  it  is  difficult  to  comprehend 
bow  St.  Peter  could  remain  so  very  indifferent  as  Cle- 
laent  represents  him.  In  his  second  Epistle,  ch.  i.  15. 
St.  Peter  says,  '  I  will  endeavour  that  ye  may  be  able 
after  my  decease  to  have  these  things  always  in  remem- 
brance :'  and  in  the  three  following  verses  he  gives  aa 
account,  which  be  produces  as  a  proof  of  Christ's  divine 
mission.  Instead  therefore  of  St.  Peter's  being  indi£« 
ferent  as  to  the  composition  of  St.  Mark's  Gospel,  we 
may  infer  from  the  preceding  passage,  that  he  actu- 
ally promoted  it5. 

Among  all  the  quotations,  which  I  have  hitherto 
made  from  the  writings  of  the  most .  ancient  Fathers, 

*  AvtHttatrflurroc  wr*  r*  friftportf  it  commonly  referred  to  the 
preceding  word*,  by  which  construction  St.  Peter  is  mode  to  derive 
his  information  from  the  Holy  Ghost  that  St.  Mark  had  written  a 
Gospel,  a  Act  which  St.  Peter  might  certainly  have  learnt  without 
tny  supernatural  interference.  I  will  not  assert  that  the  clause  ia 
question  does  not  admit  of  this  construction :  but  I  think  it  is  capa- 
ble of  being  applied  to  the  words  which  follow,  and  then  the  mean- 
■g  of  the  passage  witt  be  that  of  St.  Peter's  command  to  read  St. 
Mark's  Gospel  in  the  churches  was  at  the  instigation  of  the  Holy 
Ghost. 


S08  OF  ST.  mark's  gospel.  chap.  v. 

we  find  no  mention  made  of  St.  Mark's  having  pub- 
lished his  Gospel  at  Alexandria.  This  report  however 
prevailed  in  the  fourth  century,  as  appears  from  what 
is  related  by  Euscbius,  Epiphanius,  and  Jerom.  It  is 
first  mentioned  by  Eusebius,  who,  in  his  Ecclesiastical 
History,  Lib.  II.  cap.  16.  says,  Tsrov  S«  Mapxav  wp«rovy 

tyurtv  ciri  Tire  AiyvTTT*  TuXapevov  to  cvayysXcov,  o  &|  jccu 
wvtypaiparo,  #df{w£cu,  MCJcAtjcrtac  re  npwrov  «r'  avrift  AAi£ap- 
Spciac  <rv?i|cra<r0at.      It  appears  from  the  word  ^acrtv  that 

Eusebius  mentions  this  only  as  a  report :  and  what  is 
immediately  added  in  the  same  place,  that  the  persons, 
whose  severity  of  life  and  manners  is  described  by  Philo, 
were  the  converts  which  St.  Mark  made  at  Alexandria, 
is  evidently  falsa  Epiphanius,  in  his  fifty-first  Heresy, 
eh.  vi.  gives  the  following  account :  Eufoc  &  /«ra  TOV 

MarOaiovj  a/coXsfloc  yevo/tcvoc  o  MapKoc  i*y  ayiy  Ilerpy  tv 
¥wfu/  tmrpnrerai  ro  evayyeXtov  ffcfeaOar  ftai  ypa^ac  awo^eX- 
Asrai  v7ro  rs  ayes  ITcrpa  etc  r^v  toiv  Atyuirrtwv  yvpav*  Ac- 
cording to  Epiphanius  then  St.  Mark  wrote  his  Gospel  in 
Rome,  while  St  Peter  was  teaching  the  Christian  religion 
in  that  city;  and  after  he  had  written  it,  he  was  sent  by 
St.  Peter  into  Egypt  A  similar  account  is  given  by 
Jerom  in  his  Treatise  on  Illustrious  Men,  ch.  viii. 
Marcus  discipulus  et  interpres  Petri,  juxta  quod  Pet  rum 
referentem  audierat,  rogatus  Ronnie  a  fratribus,  breve 
acripsit  Evangelium.  Quod.quum  Petrus  audisset, 
probavit,  et  ecclesiis  legendum  sua  auctoritate*  edidit, 
sicut  Clemens  in  sexto  worwwnwv  scribit. — Assumto 
itaque  Evangelio,  quod  ipse  con fecerat,  perrexitad  JEgy  p- 
tarn*  et  primus  Alexandria  Christum  annuntians  con- 

t  The  word  vomr  is  here  somewhat  ambiguous.  If  we  translate 
h  by  *  first,'  ana  understand  the  passage  as  implying  that  St.  Mark 
first  preached  the  Gospel  a*t  Alexandria,  it  will  be  difficult  to  recon- 
cile this  account  with  what  Eusebius  says  elsewhere  relative  to  the 
composition  of  St.  Mark's  Gospel  in  Rome. 

* 

«  In  the  passage  quoted  above  from.  Euscbius  was  used  the  ex- 
pression, fMr«*oAvi^arroc  avru  tm  vtiv/Aarof ;  but  Jerom  says  simply* 
sua  autoritate. 
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stituit  ecclesiam  tanta  doctrinae  et  vit©  continentia,  ut 
omnes  sectatores  Christi  ad  exemplum  sui  cpgeret. — 
Mortuus  est  autem  octavo  Necopis  anno,  et  sepultus 
Alexandrite,  succedente  sibi  Aniano.  Lastly,  the  Coptic 
Christians  of  the  present  age  consider  St  Mark  as  the 
founder  and  first  bishop  of  their  chgrch  * ;  and  their 
Patriarch  styles  himself,  '  Unworthy  servant  of  Jesus 
Christ,  called  by  the  grace  of  God,  and  by  his  gracious 
will  appointed  to  his -service,  and  to  the  see  of  the  holy 
Evangelist  Markb:* 

These  accounts,  though  they  agree  in  the  main  point 
that  St.  Mark  went  to  Alexandria  and  preached  there, 
are  not  perfectly  consistent  in  respect  to  the  time  when 
he  visited  that  city.  There  is  likewise  some  ambiguity 
in  respect  to  the  word,  (  preaching/  which  may  denote 
either  preaching  the  Gospel,  that  is,  teaching  the  Chris* 
tian  religion,  or  preaching  a  written  Gospel,  that  is, 
openly  reading  and  publishing  it.  In  the  tatter  sense, 
the  word  '  preaching'  is  used  in  the  subscription  to  the 
Syriac  version  of  St.  Mark's  Gospel :  and  in  this  sense 
we  ought  probably  to  understand  the  word  as  used  in 
these  quotations.  If  the  preceding  statement  be  accu- 
rate, it  follows,  that  St.  Mark  published  his  Gospel 
both  at  Rome,  and  at  Alexandria c :  and  therefore  the 
account  above-quoted  from  Irenaeus,  if  it  he  not  true 
of  the  publication  of  St,  Mark's  Gospel  at  Rome,  may 
he  true  of  the  publication  of  it  at  Alexandria.     In  thi 


'  Vansleb  (  Wansleb)  Rehtion  d'un  Voyage  fait  en  Egypte,  p .  1 83# 
"the  Copts  pretend  likewise  that  St.  Mark  was  murderea  by  a  band 
of  robbers  near  the  lake  Menzfcle :  but  if  this  account  be  true,  he 
n$  hardly  buried  at  Alexandria,  and  bis  tomb  in  that  city  must  be 
one  of  the  forgeries  of  early  superstition! 

k  This  title  I  have  copied  from  p.  90,  91,  of  Wansleb's  Travels 
into  Egypt,  preserved  in  manuscript  in  the  university  library  of 


c  Chryaostom  likewise,  and  other  writers  quoted  by  Lardner  in  the 
Supplement  to  the  Credibility  of  the  Gospel  History,  Vol.  I.  p.  175, 
H6,  say,  that  St.  Mark  published  his  Gospel  at  Alexandria6. 
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manner  the  relation  of  Irenaeus  may  be  reconciled  with 
that  of  other  writers,  and  an  ancient  controversy  relative 
to  St.  Mark's  Gospel  decided.  However,  I  propose 
this  mode  of  solution  as  a  mere  hypothesis :  and  I  am 
far  from  considering  it  as  an  indisputable  fact  that  St. 
Mark  published  his  Gospel  at  Alexandria,  because  the 
two  Alexandrine  Fathers,  'Clement  and  Origen,  have 
not  mentioned  it 7. 

If  the  hypothesis  of  a  two-fold  publication  of  St 
Mark's  Gospel,  first  at  Rome  and  afterwards  at  Alex- 
andria, were  a  true  one,  it  might  very  conveniently  be 
applied  to  explain  a  difficulty  relative  to  the  twelve  last 
verses  of  this  Gospel,  namely  chap.  xvi.  9 — 2Q.     Much 
may  be  said  against  the  authenticity  of  this  passage,  as 
I  have  already  shewn  in  my  History  of  the  Resurrection*: 
and  since  I  wrote  this  treatise  still  more  evidence  has 
been  produced  against  the  passage.  *  It  is  wanting  in  the 
celebrated  Codex  Vaticanus,  which  is  perhaps  the  most 
important  Greek  manuscript  now  extant,  and  it  is  pro- 
bable that  it  was  not  acknowledged  by  £usebiuse: 
further,  a  Greek  manuscript  in  the  Wolfenblittel  library 
has  a  Prologue  to  St.  Mark's  Gospel,  in  which  no  no- 
tice is  taken  of  it f.     On  the  other  hand,  so  much  may 
be  said  in  favour  of  this  passage,  that  it  would  be  dif- 
ficult to  reject  it :  for  it  is  contained  in  almost  all  the 
Greek  manuscripts  now  extant,  there  is  nothing  in  its 
style  which  particularly  distinguishes  it  from  the  rest  of 
the  Gospel,  and  we  can  hardly  suppose  that  St  Mark 
ended  at  ver,  8.  with  t<po£sno  -yqp,  in  the  middle  of  the 
narration.     St.  Mark  had  related,  ch.  xvi.  l~-8r  that 
the  women,  who  went  to  visit  the  sepulchre,  saw  an 
angel  who  informed  them  that  Jesus  was  risen,  and 
commanded  them  t3  tell  it  to  Peter  and  the  other  dis- 

§ 

«  Pag.  179—188. 

•  See  Birch's  account  in  the  Orient.  Bibl. «  Vol  XXIII.  p. 
149. 

'  See  the  New  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  II.  p.  141. 
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ciples,   but  that  they  said  nothing  to  any  man  because 
tbey  were  afraid.     Now  if  St.  'Mark  ended  here,  it 
may  be  asked  by  what  means  did  he  learn  that  which 
he  bad  already  related  in  respect  to  the  sepulchre  and 
the  angel,  since  the  women  at  that  time  did  not  report 
either  to  Peter,  or  to  any  one  what  they  had  seen  and 
heard  9.     But  this  difficulty  may  be  removed  if  we  sup- 
pose that  St  Mark  wrote  the  twelve  last  verses  as  well 
as  the  rest  of  the  Gospel :  and  the  doubts  which  even 
in  ancient  times  were  entertained  of  their  authenticity, 
may  be  explained  qA  the  supposition  that  St.  Mark, 
when  he  composed  his  Gospel  at  Rome  with  the  assist- 
ance of  St  Peter,  wrote  as  far  as  t<po€svTo  yap,  that  his 
progress  was  then  stopped  either  by  the  death  or  the 
imprisonment  of  St  Peter,  but  that  he  re-assumed  and 
finished. his  narration  on  his  arrival  at  Alexandria.     It  is 
true,  that  this  explanation,  though  it  ascribes  these 
verses  to  St  Mark  as  their  author,  deprives  them  of 
that  historical  certainty,  which  they  would  have  pos- 
sessed, if  written  under  the  immediate  inspection  of  S|L 
Peter :  and  therefore,  as  I  have  already  said,  I  propose 
it  as  a  mere  hypothesis.  At  any  rate  however,  the  twelve 
last  verses  of  St  Mark's  Gospel  have  the  appearance  of 
an  addition,  which  does  not  tally  with  the  preceding 
part  of  the  discourse.     According  to  ch.  xiv.  28.  Christ 
himself  had  said,  '  After  that  I  am  risen  I  will  go  before 
you  into  Galilee/  and  according  to  ch.  xv.  7.  the  very 
same  account  was  given  by  the  angel  at  the  sepulchre. 
From  an  author  who  had  thus  prepared  his  readers  to 
expect  a  narrative  of  Christ's  interview  with  his  disci- 
ples in  Galilee,  it  might  be  reasonably  expected  that  he 
would  not  neglect  to  relate  it :  but  in  the  conclusion  of 
St  Mark's  Gospel,  no  mention  is  made  of  an  interview 
in  Galilee,  though  it  had  been  twice  declared  that  Christ 
would  appear  tjherte  * 
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SECTION  HI. 

Agreement  of  the  accounts  given  in  the  preceding  section 
with  the  contents  of  St.  MarVs  Gospel. 

'That  St   Mark  wrote   his  Gospel   in  Rome,   with 
the  assistance  and  under  the  direction   of  St   Peter, 
•agrees  extremely  well  with  the  contents  of  the  Gospel 
itself,  and  may  serve  likewise  to  explain  several  parti- 
'  culars,  which  at  first  sight  appear  extraordinary.     For 
instance,  where  St.  Peter  is  concerned  in  the  narration, 
'mention  is  sometimes  made  of  circumstances,  which 
are  not  related  by  the  other  Evangelists,  as  at  ch.    i. 
29 — 33.  ix.   34.  xi.  21.  xiv.  30.     And  on  the  con* 
.  trary,  the  high  commendations,  which  Christ  bestowed 
on  St.  Peter,  as  appears  from  Matth.  xvi.  17; — 19.  but 
'which  the  Apostle,  through  modesty,  would  hardly  have 
repeated,    are  wanting  in   St.   Mark's   Gospel1.     At 
ch.  xiv.  47.  St.  Mark  mentions  neither  the  name  of 
the  Apostle,  who  cut  off  the  ear  of  the  High  Priest's 
servant,  nor  the  circumstance  of  Christ's  healing  it. 
We  know  that  this  Apostle  was  St.  Peter,  for  his  name 
is  expressly  mentioned  by  St.  John  :  but  an  Evangelist, 
who  wrote  his  Gospel  at  Rome  during  the  life  of  St. 
Peter,  would  have  exposed  him  to  the  danger  of  being 
'accused  by  his  adversaries,  if  he  had  openly  related  the 
fact.     Had   St.   Mark  written  after  the  death  of  St. 
"  Peter,  there  would  have  been  no  necessity  for  thii  cau- 
tion1. ' 

Further,  as  St.  Mark  wrote  for  the  immediate  use  of 
the  Romans,  he  sometimes  gives  explanations  which 
•  were  necessary  for  foreigners,  though  not  for  the  inha- 
bitants of  Palestine.     For  instance,  ch.  vii.  2.  he  ex- 
plains the  meaning  of  icotvatc  x€P*(;  &Qd  ver*    U-   of 

*  This   observation  was  made  by  Eusebios :  bat  Jerom   and 
Lardner  have  overrated  it. 
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Kof>{3av.  In  the  samp  chapter,  ver.  3,  4.  he  gives  a  de^ 
scription  of  some  Jewish  customs:  and  cb.  xv.  42.  he 
explains  the  meaning  of  irapa?*Evi|.  At  ch.  xv.  21.  he 
mentions  that  Simon  was  the  father  of  Alexander  and 
Rufus,  a  circumstance  not  mentioned  by  the  other 
Evangelists  :  but  to  St.  Mark  a  readers  the  circumstance 
was  interesting,  because  Rufus  was  at  that  time  in 
Rome,  as  appears  from  Rom.  x vi.  1 3.  See  also  Wet- 
stein's  Notes  to  ch.  viii.  26.  xi.  22. 

That  St  Mark  wrote  his  Gospel  in  Rome,  and  for 
the  use  of  the  Romans,  is  likewise  the  reason  why  h$ 
ins  omitted  many  particulars  in  the  life  of  Christ,  which 
are  related  by  St  Matthew  and  St.  Luke.  The  genea- 
logy, for  instance,  though  interesting  to  the  Jews,  Was 
not  so  to  the  Romans ;  and  the  same  may  be  said  of 
Christ's  nativity  at  Bethlehem,  a  name  well  known  to 
the  Jews,  but  probably  unknown  to  the  Romans. 
His  total  omission  of  Christ's  admirable  sermon  on  the! 
mount,  which  St  Matthew  has  given  at  full  length, 
and  St  Luke  in  short  extracts,  appears  at  first  sight, 
to  be  rather  extraordinary.  But  we  must  recollect  that 
this  sermon  was  in  fact  polemical,  and  immediately 
directed  against  the  false  morality  of  the  Pharisees.  To 
understand  this  sermon  therefore,  it  is  absolutely  ne- 
cessary to  have  a  previous  knowledge  of  the  Pharisaic 
doctrines:  but  these  doctrines  were  unknown  to  the 
Romans.  The  unlearned  are  not  only  incapable  of 
comprehending  this  discourse,  but  are  in  dagger,  with- 
out  the  assistance  of  a  learned  interpreter,  of  totally 
perverting  its  meaning.  It  is  a  known  fact,  that  very 
erroneous  moral  doctrines  have  been  deduced  from  it, 
and  that  these  doctrines  have  been  applied  as  objections 
to  the  Christian  religion.  It  has  been  asserted,  that 
Christ  totally  prohibited  the  administration  of  an  oath, 
the  repulse  of  violence,  an  appeal  to  a  magistrate,  or 
self-defence.  For  these  reasons,  St.  Peter  himself  would 
hardly  bave  delivered  this  discourse  to  the  Romans: 
and  for  these  reasons,  St  Mark  passed  it  over  in  silence. 
The  same  motive  induced  him  to  give  in  only  a  few 

6 


[ 


814  OF  ST.  mark's  gospel.  chap.  v. 

words,  ch.  xu.  38 — 40.  another  discourse,  which  Christ 
directed  to  the  Pharisees,  and  whch  St.  Matthew  has 
delivered  at  full  length  \ 


SECTION  IV. 

St.  Mark  derived  his  ifrfbrmation,  not  only  from  St. 
Peter %  but  likewise  from  written  documents f  which  he 
used  in  the  composition  of  his  Gospel. 

From  the  accounts  of  the  ecclesiastical  writers,  which 
have  been  quoted  in  the  second  section  of  this  chapter, 
it  appears  that  St.   Mj&rk  derived   his  knowledge  of 
Christ's  life  and  character  from  St.  Peter :  and  if  we 
judged  from  these  accounts  alone,  we  should  conclude 
that  he  had  no  other  source  of  information.     But,  not- 
withstanding the  silence  of  the  Fathers  in  respect  to 
any  written  documents,  which  were  used  by  St  Mark  *, 
it  is  certain  that  be  made  use  of  other  Gospels  in  the 
composition  of  his  own.     I  have  already  shewn  in  the 
third  chapter,  that  St  Mark  agrees  in  his  expressions 
both  with  St  Matthew  and  with  St.  Luke,  in  such  a 
manner  as  he  would  hardly  have  done,  unless  the  three 
first  Gospels  had  been  connected,  either  mediately  or 
immediately,  with  each  other.     In  the  choice  of  his 
materials  he  agrees  partly  with  St.  Matthew,  partly  with 
St.  Luke,  and  omits  many  material  transactions  recorded 
by  St  John,  but  which  are  not  mentioned  either  by  St. 
Matthew  or  by  St.  Luke.     And  in  the  arrangement 
of  his  facts  he  sometimes  agrees  with  St.  Luke,  where 
the  order  of  time  is  not  observed,  and  in  opposition  to 
St.  Matthew,  which  can  hardly  be  explained  by   mere 
accident  \     Of  the  tfuth  of  tills  assertion  the  reader 
will  be  convinced  by  tiiming  to  the  Table,  which  I  have 
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given,  ch.  ii.  sect.  7.  and  comparing  the  accounts  of  the 
three  Evangelists. 

These  phenomena  may  be  explained,  either  on  the 
hypothesis  that  there  was  an  immediate  connection  be- 
tween the  three  first  Gospels,  or  on  the  hypothesis,  that 
there  was  only  a  mediate  one.  I  have  already  observed 
io  the  third  chapter,  that  the  three  first  Evangelists  do 
not  appear  to  have  seen  each  other's  writings.  If  this 
be  true,  we  can  assume  only  a  mediate  connection,  that 
is,  we  can  assume  only  the  hypothesis  of  a  common 
source,  from  which  they  severally  drew.  St.  Luke,  in 
the  preface  to  his  Gospel,  mentions  that  several  written 
accounts  were  then  in  circulation  ;  and  I  think  it  pro* 
bable,  not  only  that  St.  Luke,  but  likewise  that  St. 
Mark  made  use  of  these  written  accounts,  correcting  at 
the  same  time  whatever  was  erroneous  by  the  assistance 
of  St  Peter. 

On  the  contrary,  they  who  assume  an  immediate  con- 
nection between  the  three  first  Gospels,  must  adopt  one 
of  the  four  following  suppositions ;  l"  that  St  Mark 
made  use  of  St  Matthew's  Gospel,  or  2dly  of  St  Luke's 
Gospel,  or  3d17  of  both  Gospels,  or  4thly  that  St  Mark's 
Gospel  was  used  by  St  Matthew  and  St.  Luke.  All 
these  four  suppositions  have  had  their  advocates.  In 
some  of  them  I  find  insurmountable  difficulties,  in 
others  not :  I  will  examine  therefore  each  of  them  in 
order. 
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SECTION  V. 

Examination  of  the  question,  whether  St.  Mark  made 

use  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel*. 

That  St.  Mark  made  use  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel 
has  been  hitherto  a  very  common  opinion,  and  in 
the  former  editions  of  this  Introduction  I  adopted  it  as 
highly  probable :  but  a  recent  and  more  minute  exa- 
mination of  this  subject  has  convinced  me  that  the 
opinion  is  ungrounded.  Dr.  Lardner,  in  the  Supple- 
ment to  the  Credibility  of  the  Gospel  History,  Vol.  I; 
ch.  10.  had  shewn  by  several  arguments,  the  principal 
of  which  was  drawn  from  the  apparent  contradictions 
between  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark,  that  the  common 
'opinion  was.  at  least  doubtful :  and  in  the  year  1782, 
a  small  tract  was  published  by  Dr.  Koppe,  entitled 
Marcus  non  Epitomator  Mat  thai,  in  which  the  author 
has  shewn  that  it  is  no  longer  tenable. 

Though  the  notion  that  St.  Mark  epitomized  St 
Matthew  has  in  modern  times  been  very  general,  we 
•find  no  mention  made  of  it  by  any  ecclesiastical  writer 
before  Augustin,  who,  in  his  treatise  De  consensu  Evan - 
gelistarum,  Lib.  I.  cap..  2.  says,  Marcus  Matthaeum 
subsecutus  tanquam  pedissequus  ejus  et  breviator  vide- 
tur.  From  these  words  it  appears  that  Augustin  ad- 
vanced it  only  as  a  probable  opinion  :  but  the  reputation 
of  Augustin  was  so  great  that  his  opinion  was  very  gene- 
rally adopted,  and  thus  a  mere  conjecture  was  converted 
into  an  indisputable  fact.  On  the  other  hand,  the  cir- 
cumstance that  no  ecclesiastical  writer  before  Augustin 
has  advanced  this  opinion,  is  no  argument  against  it : 
for  they  are  equally  silent  in  respect  to  other  Written  do- 
cuments, and  yet  some  written  document  was  certainly 
used  by  St.  Mark.    That  this  however  was  not  St. 
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Matthew's  Gospel  will  appear  from  the  following  argu- 
mentsh. 

1.  St  Mark  agrees  with  St  Luke,  in  an  equal  if 
not  greater  degree  than  with  St  Matthew :  and  there- 
fore we  may  as  well  say  that  he  copied  from  St  Luke; 
as  that  he  copied  from  St.  Matthew.  Whoever  then  doe* 
not  admit  that  he  copied  from  the  former,  must  not 
conclude  that  he  copied  from  the  latter,  for  the  infer- 
ence in  the  one  case  would  be  as  valid  as  in  the  other; 
On  the  other  hand,  if  St.  Mark's  agreement  with  St 
Matthew  really  proves  that  he  copied  from  him,  his 
agreement  with  St  Luke  will  prove  that  he  copied  like- 
wise from  this  Evangelist,  arid  then  St.  Mark's  Gospel 
must  be  considered  as  an  extract,  not  from  St  Mat* 
thew's  only,  but  from  St  Matthew's  and  St.  Luke's 
jointly. 

S.  But  that  St  Mark  did  not  use  St  Matthew's 
Gospel  is  probable  from  this  circumstance,  that  he  fre- 
quently deviates  from  St  Matthew  in  the  order  of  time^ 
or  in  the  arrangement  of  bis  facts*  As  St.  Matthew  was 
an  Apostle  and  eye-witness  to  the  facts  which  he  related, 
St  Mark  could  not  have  wished  for  better  authority ; 
and  therefore  if  he  had  St  Matthew's  Gospel  before 
him,  when  he  wrote  his  own,  he  would  hardly  have 
adopted  a  different  arrangement  It  might  be  said  in- 
deed that  he  made  alterations  on  the  authority  of  St. 
Peter :  but  this  supposition  is  very  improbable. 

3*  Though  there  are  several  parts  of  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel,  such  as  the  genealogy,  the  sermon  on  the 
mount,  some  prophecies  from  the  Old  Testament,  the 
account  of  the  death  of  Judas  Iscariot,  and  some  few 
more  passages,  which  an  Evangelist,  who  wrote  chiefly 
for  the  use  of  the  Romans,  might  not  improperly  omit, 
yet  on  the  other  hand,  there  are.  several  accounts  in 

*  They  who  contend  that  St/Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel  after  St 
Jfarfstarrival  in  Rome,  may  deduce  another  argument  agftinftt  the 
•fi^.QMfiuMukeofiAfamiU  But  on  this  argument  I  tkaU 
notimtft. 


St.  ^aUfrpy's  Gospel,  of  the  omission  of  which  in  St. 
Mark's  Gospel  it  is  really  difficult  to  assign  a  reason, 
and  which  therefore  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  St.  Mat- 
thew's pQspel  was  not  used  by  St.  Mark.     Examples 
9f  this  kind  the  reader  will  find  i>y  turning  to  the  Table 
of  the  Gospel  History,  ch.  ii.  sect  7.  and  consulting 
N°.  £6,  10Q,  J  08,  109*    A  still  more  remarkable  in- 
stappe  is  thp  omission  of  what  is  related  by  St  Matthew, 
ch.  *iv.  89—32.     (N°.  53.),  a  relation  in  which  St. 
Peter  was  particularly  concerned,  and  which  St.  Mark 
WQuld  hardly  have  omitted,  if  he  had  -read  it  in  St 
Matthew  \    Again,  the  history  recorded  by  St.  Mat* 
(hew,  cb.  xi*.  16. — xx.  J  6.  is  delivered  by  St  Mark, 
ch.  jc.  17 — 31.  (see  N0#  86),  where  some  of  the  mate- 
rial parts  of  the  narration  are  omitted :  for  instance, 
Peter's  reply  to  Christ,  4  What  shall  we  have  therefore?' 
Further,  he  hps  omitted  the  long  parable  related  by  St 
JMattbew,  jch.  *x.  1 — 1 6.  which  Christ  delivered  as  a 
reprPpf  of  St  Peter :  and  what  is  still  more  extraordi- 
nary, he  has  (ch.  x.  31.)  the  conclusion  of  the  parable, 
1  Many,  who  fire  first,  shall  be  last,  and  the  last  shall 
be  first,'  though  he  has  not  the  parable  itself.     Surely 
then  St.  Mark  had  not  access  to  St.  Matthew's  Gospel; 
for  N  would  then  have  known  the  whole  of  the  narra- 
iipn,  and  consequently  would  not  have  neglected  to 
relate  the  ropst  material  parts  of  it    If  it  be  objected 
that  St  Mftrk,  even  though  he  knew  the  whole  of  what 
had  beefy  related  by  St.  Matthew,  ch.  xix.  16 — xx.  16. 
wight  purposely  have  omitted  through  motives  of  de- 
licacy what  Appeared  to  be  unfavourable  to  St  Peter, 
I  answer,  that  this  was  not  the  usual  practice  of  St 
M*r!b  who  to*  written  as  freely  of  St  Peter  as  of  the 
.fttbfir  Apctstlps ;  and  even  if  the  contrary  were  true, 
itMe  :Wfi£  ad  necessity, for  suppressing  the  narrative  itself, 


te^fCUKUoflfied.that  the  whole  passage  |fatth.  xiv. 
SSrrr&fy  fif.mHfik  Ite*  are  90  Jcsftes in  the  other  Evangelists,  lias 
ft?  |p^C9^«£aauitejpoUtiaD,  and  therefore  that  the  example 
is  not  decisive. 
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for  bis  object  might  have  been  equally  well  attained  by 
suppressing  only  the  name;  and  saying  in  general  terms, 
1  odq  of  the  disciples.'     Besides,  it  is  evident  from  what 
St,  Mark  has  actually  related,  ch.  x.  28—31.  that  he 
had  do  such  object  in  view :  for,  if  he  had,  he  would 
have  related  still  less,  and  would  not  have  recorded 
Christ's  answer*  '  ,Ma,ny,  who  are  first,  shall  be  last,* 
which  applied  immediately  to  St.  Peter.    Want  of  in- 
formation therefore  was  the  cause,  why  St.  Mark  has 
not  given,  the  narrative  complete,  not  a  designed  sup- 
pression of  what  he  really  knew.     Lastly,  St  Mark's 
imperfect  description  of  Christ's  transactions  with  the 
Apostles  after  he  was  risen  from  the  dead  affords  the 
strongest  proof  that  the  contents  of  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel  were  unknown  to  St.  Mark.     A  very  circum- 
stantial description  is  given  by  St*  Matthew  of  Christ's 
conversation  with  the  Apostles,  on  a  mountain  in  Ga- 
lilee ;  yet  St  Mark,  though  he  had  before  related  that 
Christ  promised  his  disciples  that  he  would  go  before 
them  into  Galilee,  has,  in  the  last  chapter  of  his  Gospel, 
no  account  whatever  of  Christ's  appearance  in  Galilee. 
Now,  if  he  had  read  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  this  im- 
portant event  could  not  have  been  unknown  to  him, 
and  consequently  he  would  not  have  neglected  to  re- 
cord it. 

4.  If  St.  Mark  had  had  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  before 
him,  when  he  wrote  his  own,  he  would  certainly  have 
avoided  every  appearance  of  contradiction  to  the  ac- 
counts given  by  an  Apostle,  and  an  eye-witness.     His 
account  of  the  call  of  Levi,  under  the  very  same  cir- 
cumstance as  St.  Matthew  mentions  his  own  call,  whe- 
ther Levi  and  Matthew  be  the  same  or  different  persons, 
is  at  least  a  variation  from  St.  Matthew's  description  ; 
and  this  very  variation  would  have  been  avoided,  if  S^ 
Mark  bad  had  access  to  St.  Matthew's  Gospel.    The 
tame  may  be  observed  of  Mark  x.  4$.  where  only  one 
.blind  man  is  mentioned,  whereas  St.  Matthew  in  the 
parallel  passage  mentions  two.-    Iir  St 'Mark's  account 
of  St  Peter's  denial  of  Christ,  the  very  same  woman, 
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who  addressed  St  Peter  tbe  first  time!  addressed  irion 
likewise  the  second  time,  whereas,  according  to  St. 
Matthew,  he  was  addressed  by  a  different  person  :  for 
St.  Mark,  ch.  xiv.  69.  uses  the  expression  n  tr<u&<rjcif, 
which,  without  a  violation  of  grammar,  can  be  construed 
only  of  the  same  maid,  who  had  been  mentioned  imme- 
diately before,  whereas  St.  Matthew,  ch.  xxvi.  71.  has 
oXXif.  Now  let  the  harmonists  reconcile  these  examples 
in  whatever  manner  they  please,  there  will  always  re- 
main a  difference  between  the  two  accounts,  which  would 
have  been  avoided,  if  St.  Mark  bad  copied  from  St. 
Matthew.  But  what  shall  we  say  of  instances,  in  which, 
as  far  as  I  am  able  to  judge,  there  is  no  mode  of  recon- 
ciliation ?  If  we  compare  Mark  iv.  35.  and  i.  35.  with 
Matth.  viii.  28 — 34.  we  shall  find  not  only  a  difference 
in  the  arrangement  of  the  facts,  but  such  a  determina- 
tion of  time  as  renders  a  reconciliation  impracticable. 
For,  according  to  St  Matthew,  on  tbe  day  after  the 
sermon  on  the  mount;  Christ  entered  into  a  ship,  and 
crossed  the  lake  of  Gennesareth,  where  he  underwent  a 
violent  tempest :  but  according  to  St.  Mark,  this  event 
took  place  on  the  day  after  the  sermon  in  parables ;  and 
on  the  day,  which  followed  that,  on  which  the  sermon 
on  the  mount  was  delivered,  Christ  went,  %  not  to  the 
sea  side,  but  to  a  desert  place,  whence  he  passed 
through  the  towns  and  villages  of  Galilee  \  Another 
instance,  in  which  we  shall  find  it  equally  impracticable 
to  reconcile  the  two  Evangelists,  is  Mark  xi.  28.  com* 
pared  with  Matth.  xxi.  23.  In  both  place  the  Jewish 
priests  propose  this  question  to  Christ,  cv  roi?  cgeotf 
ravra  voiuq  ;  alluding  to  his  expulsion  of  the  buyers  and 
sellers  from  tbe  temple.  But  according  to  what  St 
Mark  had  previously  related  in  the  same  chapter,  this 
question  was  proposed  on  the  third  day  of  Christ's  entry 
into  Jerusalem,  but  according  to  St.  Matthew  it  was 
proposed  on  the  second.  If  St.  Mark  had  copied,  from 
St.  Matthew,  this  difference  in  their  accounts  would 

hardly  have  taken  place. 

■  > 
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SECTION  VI. 

4 

Examination  of  the  Question,  whether  St.  Mark  made 

we  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel. 

« 

If  St  Mark's  Gospel  was  written  whilst  St  Peter  was 
in  Rome,  St  Luke's  Gospel  must  have  been  written 
before  that  of  St  Mark,  and  therefore  it  is  so  far  pos- 
sible that  the  latter  copied  from  the  former.  St.  Luke 
came  to  Rome  with  St  Paul,  long  before  the  arrival  of 
St  Mark,  and  both  his  Gospel  and  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles  bad  been  written  beford  St.  Mark  arrived. 
When  St. Paul  wrote  his  Epistles  to  the  Ephesians, 
Colossians,  and  Philemon,  they  were  both  of  them  with 
St  Paul  in  Rome  l.  When  St  Paul  wrote  his  second 
Epistle  to  Timothy,  which  was  written  during  his  se- 
cond imprisonment  in  Rome.  St  Luke. alone  was  with 
St  Pauk;  but  St  Mark,  who  was  then  absent,  was 
requested  to  come  to  him  m.  Now  if  St.  Mark  wrote 
his  Gospel,  after  St.  Peter's  arrival  ip  Rome,  he  must 
have  written  during  this  second  visit,  for  before  that 
time  St.  Peter  does  not  appear  to  have"  been  in  Rome. 
And  as  there  is  a  remarkable  agreement  between  St 
Mark  and  St*  Luke,  the  supposition,  that  the  former 
copied  from  the  latter,  appears  at  first  sight  to  be  very 
probable. 

But  probable  as  this  supposition  may  appear,  we  shall 
find  on  a  closer  examination,  that  more  mAy  be  said 
against  it,  than  in  its  favour.  For,  in  the  first  place, 
if  $t  Mark  had  made  use  of  St  Luke's  Gospel  in  the 
composition  of  his  own,  we  should  have  hardly  met 
with  so  frequent,  and  so  remarkable  variations  in  their 
accouuts  of  the  same  transaction.  For  instance,  ac- 
cording St  Mark,  ch.  x.  46.     Christ  restores  a  blind 

1  See  Colon,  iv.  10. 14.    Philem.  23,  24. 
fSeeSTim.iy.il. 
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man  to  sight,  after  his  entry  into  Jericho,  and  he  was 
again  quitting  the  town  n  :  but  according  to  St.  Luke, 
ch.  xviii.  35.  Christ  performed  this  miracle,  before  he 
entered  into  Jericho  °.  It  may  be  said  indeed  that  St. 
Af arte,  if  he  wrote  under  the  direction  of  St.  Peter, 
might  tacitly  correct  the  inaccuracies  of  his  predeces- 
sor :  and  therefore  that  a  deviation  in  his  description  of 
A  fact  from  the  relation  of  St.  Luke  will  not  absolutely 
.prove  that  he  made  no  use  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel.  But 
if  this  answer  be  admitted  in  respect  to  the  difference  in 
their  accounts,  it  will  be  difficult  to  find  a  satisfactory 
reason,  why  St.  Mark  totally  omitted  so  many  impor- 
tant facts  recorded  by  St  Luke,  if  be  really  made  use 
of  St  Luke's  Gospel.  Examples  of  thU  kind  may  be 
seen  ia  the  Table  of  the  Gospel  history,  ch.  ii.  sect.  7. 
N°.  39*  46,  48,  49,  69—83.  04,  95 :  and  the  facts  here 
related  by  St  Luke  are  so  very  credible,  that  St.  Peter 
-could  have  entertained  do  doubt  of  their  truth. 

On  the  other  side  of  the  question  it  may  be  urged, 
that  notwithstanding  the  above-mentioned   variations 
and  omissions,  the  relation  in  which  St  Mark  and  <St. 
Luke  stood  to  e*ch  other,  render  it  highly  .improbable 
that  a  Gospel  written  by  the  one  should  have  remained 
.unknown  to  the  other  * :  an<l  .that  St  Mark's  knowledge 
of  St.  Luke's  Gospel  does  hot  necessarily  imply  that 
they  should  agree  in  every  tittle,  or  that  St  Mark 
should  never  omit  what  St  Luke  has  related.     I  have 
shewn  in  a  preceding  section,  that  the  composition  of 
St  Mark's  Gospel  was  occasioned  by  the  request  of.  the 
Romans,  who  desired  to  have  a  written  memorial  of 
what  St  Peter  had  verbally  taught     It  may  be  said 
therefore  that  St.  Mark  used  the  Gospel  of  St  Lake, 
but  that  he  retained  only  what  he  had  heard  confirmed 
by  St  Peter,  and  made  such  corrections  and  additions, 
as  were  warranted  by  the  same  authority.    And  the 

* 

*  St.  Matthew  says  the  same :  but  then  he  mentions  two  blind 
mem 
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supposition,  that  St  Mark  used  the  Gospel  of  St.  Luke,  % 
accounts  for  the  agreement  of  the  two  Evangelists  in 
the  arrangement  of  their  facts  \ 


SECTION  VII. 

Whether  St*  Mar/6*  Gospel  was  wriftenjirst,  afid  uted 

by  St.  Luke.  .    ; 

7 

This  hypothesis  hath  been  lately  adopted  by  Dr.  Storu, 
in  his  Essay  on  the  object  of  the  Evangelical  History, 
and  the.  Epistles  of  St.  John.     In  the  58th  and  follow- 
ing sections  of  this  work,  tie  endeavours-  to  shew  that 
St.  Mark  wrote  not  only  before  St.  Luke,  but  soon  after 
the  foundation  of  the  Christian  church  at  Antiocb,  in 
support  of  which  opinion  he  appeals  to  Acts  xi.  17 — 
SO.    His  arguments  however  do  not  render  his  opinion 
even  probable,  for  they  are  grounded  merely  on  the 
supposed  necessity  of  a  Gospel  for  the  Christians  of 
that  city,  and  therefore;  as  it  is  contrary  to  the  accounts 
of  ecclesiastical  writers,  the  opinion  has  no  foundation. 
On  the  supposition  that  St.  Mark  wrote  at  this  early 
period,  Dr.  Storr  endeavours  to  explain  the  agreement 
between  the  three  first  Evangelists  by  assuming  that 
St.  Mark's  Gospel  was  used  both  by  St  Matthew  and 
St  Luke.   But  their  agreement  may  be  explained,  with- 
out supposing  an  immediate  connection  between  them;: 
on  which  subject  I  shall  say  more  in  the  fifth  volume  of 
the  New  Oriental  and  Exegetical  Library  '• 
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SECTION  VIII. 

4 

St.  Mark  wrote  his  Gospel  in  Greek. 

The  Greek  language  was  more  common  in  Rome,  in 
the  age  of  the  Apostles,  than  the  French  language  is  at 
present  in  Germany ;  as  appears  from  the  familiar  Let- 
ters of  Augustus,  Which  are  for  the  most  part,  either 
written  in  Greek,  or  are  interspersed  with  Greek 
phrases.  The  Jews  especially,  who  resided  in  Rome, 
understood  Greek,  for  they  came  out  of  countries, 
where  Greek  was  the  current  language;  and  they 
Jjead  the  Old  Testament,  not  in  a  Latin  translation, 
•which  at  that  time  did  not  exist,  but  in  the  Greek 
-version.  No  language  therefore  was  more  suitable  to 
the  necessity  of  the  times,  and  therefore  St.  Mark 
would  probably  have  preferred  it,  even  if  he  had  been 
fable  to  write  both  languages  with  equal  ease.  But  we 
have  no  reason  to  suppose,  that  he  was  sufficiently 
master  of  the  Latin  to  be  able  to  write  it. 

Some  modern  critics  however,  especially  Batonitfs', 
have  asserted,  that  St.  Mark  really  composed  his  Gos- 
pel in  Latin,  an  assertion,  which  not  only  contradicts 
.historical  evidence,  but  is  in  itself  almost  incredible ;  for, 
as  the  Latin  church  from  the  earliest  ages  of  Christia- 
nity was  in  a  very  flourishing  state,  and  the  Latin  lan- 
guage spread  itself  throughout  the  whole  Roman  em- 
pire, the  Latin  original  of  St  Mark's  Gospel,  if  soch 
•art  original  ever  existed,  could  not  have  been  neglected 
in  such  a  manner,  as  that  no  copy  of  it  should  descend 
to  posterity  p.  It  is  true  that  in  the  subscription  fo  ISt. 
Mark's  Gospel  in  the  Syriac  version,  it  is  said  that' St. 

p  Whoever  wishes  to  be  acquainted  with  the  history  of  this  con- 
troversy, may  consult  Simon  Hist.  Crit.  du  Texte  du  N.  T.  ch.  xi. 
Maii  Examen  historic  critic®,  cap.  xi.  Schroederi  dissert,  de  lin- 
gua Marci  authentic*,  and  the  Letter  which  Baurogarten  annexed 
to  his  Vindiciae  textua  Qrseci  N.T.  contra  Harduinum. 


.Mark,  wrote  in  the  Romish,  that  is^  the  Latin  Ian* 
guagp  * :  but  subscription*  of  this  kind  are  of  no  autho- 
rity whatsoever,  for  no  one  knows  from  whom  they 
proceeded,  and  some  of  them  contain  the  most  glaring 
errors.  Besides  as  the  Syriac  version  was  made  in  the 
East,  and  taken  immediately  from  the  Greek,  no  one 
can  appeal  to  a  Syriac  subscription,  in  regard  to  the 
language  in  which  St  Mark  wrote  in  Rome. 

The  advocates  for  a  Latin  original  of  St.  Mark's 
Gospel  have  appealed  to  a  Latin  manuscript  in  the 
library  of  St  Mark  at  Venice,  which  they  said  the 
Evangelist  wrote  with  his  own  hand.  Though  this 
assertion  was  not  only  incapable  of  proof,  but  like  other 
stories  of  ancient  relics  savoured  strongly  of  the  fabu- 
lous, yet  during  setae  time  it  was  difficult  to  give  a 
positive  proof  of  its  falsity  :  for  the  dampness  of  the 
place,  in  which  the  manuscript  was  kept,  had  very  for- 
tunately for  the  admirers  of  this  treasure,  so  materially 
injured  it,  as  to  have  rendered  it  almost  illegible. 
Hence  Misson  contended  that  it  was  written  in  Greek, 
for  he  fancied  that  be  had  discovered  in  it  the  letters 
A  and  2,  and  in  one  passage  the  whole  word  KATA. 
But  about  forty  years  ago,  Laurentius  a  Turre,  in  a 
Letter  published  in  Blanchini  Evangeliarum  Quadru- 
ples, P.  ii.  p.  543.  threw  a  new  and  unexpected  light 
on  this  obscure  subject  From  this  Letter  it  appears 
that  the  manuscript  in  question  was  brought  to  Venice 
from  Friuli  .(Forum  Julii,)  where  a  very  ancient  Latin 
manuscript  containing  the  Gospels  of  St   Matthew, 

* 

'  The  Syriac  subscription  to  St.  Mark's  Gospel  is, 
fatto  AJtao*  una  opc»  }Z^©  1**^  ^oA^ao]  >o^m 
If&oqi^o.  A_*{2cooi£.  In  the  Philoxenian  version  is  an  addition 
to  this  subscription :  for  L^cooi^  (Romish)  is  explained  Bf 
A^^fAoi,  that  is,  Frankish.  From  this  explanation  it  i*  ob- 
▼ioiis,  how  very  modern  the  subscription  is  in  the  Philorfeniah 
vecsioo. 
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St*  Luke  and  St.  John  is  still  preserved r.    That  this 
manuscript  once  contained  likewise  the  Gospel  of  St. 
Mark  is  certain,  because  at  the  end  of  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel  is  written,  Explicit  Evangelium  secundum  Mat- 
thfleum,  iftcipit  secundum  Marc  urn  :  and  that  the  Ve- 
nice manuscript  of  St.  Mark's  Gospel  formerly  made  a 
part  of  the  Friuli  manuscript  appears  from  the  follow- 
ing circumstances.     In   the  year  1534,  the  emperor 
Charles  IV.  brought  with  him  from  Aquileia,  where 
the  MS.  was  then  preserved,  the  two  last  quaternions, 
or  the  sixteen  last  leaves  of  a  Latin  manuscript  of  St. 
Mark's  Gospel.     This  fragment  is  now  at  Prague,  and 
has  been  lately  published  by   Dobrowsky,  under  the 
title  Fragmentum  Pragense  Evangelii  S.  Marci  vulgo 
autographi x.    That  the  manuscript  now  in  Friuli  is  no 
other  than  the  MS.  which  in  the  time  of  Charles  IV. 
was  in  Aquileia,  appears  from  a  comparison  of  it  with 
the  fragment  in  Prague,  for  they  are  written  in  the  very 
same  hand,  on  the  same  vellum,  and  in  each  page  is 
precisely  nineteen  lines.     And  that  the  Venetian  manu- 
script is  the  remaining  part  of  St.  Mark's  Gospel  which 
fails  in  the  Friuli  manuscript,  appears  first  from  its 
having  been  sent  from  Friuli  to  Venice  in  the  year  1420, 
as  a  present  to  the  doge  Macenico,  and  secondly  from 
its  containing  the  first  five  quaternions  of  St  Mark's 
Gospel,  of  which  the  Prague  fragment  contains  the  two 
last8.     The  pretended  autograph  of  St.  Mark's  Gospel 
therefore  is  nothing  more  than  a  fragment  of  the  Friuli 
manuscript  published  by  Blanching  and  consequently 
contains  only  a  part  of  the  Latin  translation*. 

,r  Blanchini  has  printed  this  MS.  which  is  called  Codex  Foro- 
'Julianus,  letter  for  letter. 

*  Whoever  wishes  for  more  information  on  this  subject  must  con* 
milt  the  above-quoted  work  of  Debrowsky. 

1  Blanchini  has  given  a  copper  plate  representing  the  letters  of 
this  manuscript,  from  which  we  perceive  the  cause  of  Misson's 
mistake.  A  he  mistook  for'  A,  and  £  for  X :  and  the  imaginary  word 
KATA  was  nothing  more  than  the  second,  third,  fourth,  and  fiftf* 
letters  of  IB  ATAUTEM  \ 
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No  writer  of  the  New  Testament  has  neglected  ele- 
gance of  expression,  and  purity  of  language,  more  than 
St.  Mark.  The  word  ivOtux;  occurs  incessantly,  and  he 
abounds  likewise  with  numerous  and  harsh  Hebraisms. 
Yet  his  Gospel  is  very  valuable,  because  it  contains  se- 
veral important  though  short  additions  to  the  accounts 
given  by  St.  Matthew.  For  instance,  the  answer  of 
Christ,  which  St.  Matthew  has  recorded,  ch.  xii.  48 — 
50.  would  be  thought  very  extraordinary,  unless  we 
knew  what  St.  Mark  has  related,  ch.  Hi.  £  1 :  but  from 
this  passage  we  clearly  perceive  the  reason  of  Christ's 
answer.  Sometimes  he  has  additions,  which  more 
dearly  ascertain  the  time,  in  which  the  events  happened, 
as  inch.  iv.  35.  vi.  J,  S.  Jt  is  therefore  unjust  to  sup* 
pose  that  St.  Mark  neglected  the  order  of  time  more 
than  the  other  Evangelists,  and  still  more  so,  to  reject 
bis  arrangement  for  that  of  St.  Matthew  or  St  Luke, 
in  places  where  the  time  is  positively  determined  by  Si* 
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CHAPTER  VI. 

OF  ST.  LUKE'S  GOSPEL. 

SECTION  I. 

» 

Of  the  life  and  character  of  St.  Luke. 

The  Evangelist  St.  Lukett  appears  from  Coloss.  in 
10,  11,  14.  to  have  been  by  birth  a  heathen2:  and 
therefore  he  was  neither  one  of  the  seventy  disciples, 

*  •  Instead  o£Luauf  some  old  Latin  MSS*  have  Lucaniu. 
*  St  Paul,  in  his  Epistle  to  die  Colossians,  ch.  ivl  10,  ll9  says, 

BogfaCp,  trig*  v  iXaCrri  trroAac*  ffu  i^fy  «r$0f  .*M**»  &ls»to  *wrwT 
xftt  Iifrtff  •  Xryo/AiFo?  ivrof,  •*  ornc  ix    ariiiropqf.    Oirroi  jxoro*  ovnpyi 

ift-'wi  Baafaw  rtt  ©•«*'  Ver.  18,  15.  <Sti  Paul  makes  mention  of 
Epaphras,  and  ver%  14.  adds  A<nra{iT**  vp«f  Avx«c  o  »«tA?  o  «y«£ 
otito{,  kom  An/AdK.  Here  then  the  Apostle  distinguishes  Aristarehus, 
Marcus,  and  Jesus  the  Just,  from  Epapbras,  Lucas,  and  Demasr 
saying  expressly  of  the  three  first,  that  they  were  of  the  circum- 
cision :  we  may  conclude  therefore  that  the  three  last  were  not  of 
the  circumcision.  Further,  as  St.  Paul  immediately  after  m  •rrt« « 
wtgiroffUK  adds  «itm  pom  evfifyoi  ik  tu>  /fcmAi  mm  t»  Siu,  and  it  cannot 
be  supposed  that  he  meant  to  exclude  St.  Luke  from  the  number 
of  his  fellow-labourers,  the  words  p»«i  <rwi^y©i  can  have  no  other 
meaning  than  •  my  only  fellow-labourers  of  the  circumcision.* 
Consequently  St.  Luke  as  well  as  Demas  and  Epaphras,  were  among 
St.  Paul's  fellow-labourers,  who  were  not  of  the  circumcision.  I 
admit  however  that  this  induction  is  not  so  decisive,  as  to  lead  to 
an  absolute  certainty;  and  therefore  if  stronger  arguments  can  be 
produced  in  favour  of  die  opinion,  that  St.  Luke  was  by  birth  a 
Jew,  the  preceding  inference  will  not  be  valid.  Now  that  St.  Luke 
was  really  a  Jew,  Dr.  Lardner  in  the  Supplement  to  his  Credibility 
of  the  Gospel  History,  Vol.  I.  p.  236.  has  endeavoured  to  shew  by 
the  two  following  arguments.  1.  'That,  as  St.  Luke  constantly 
attended  St.  Paul,  the  Jews,  especially  at  Jerusalem^would  have  re- 
proached the  Apostle,  if  his  companion  had  beea>an  uncircumcised 
Gentile,  but  that  we  no  where  find  an  account  of  any  such  re- 
proaches having  been  made  him.  2.  That  St.  Luke  follows  the 
Jewish  computation  of  time,  and  mentions  the  Jewish  festivals,  aa  in 
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nor  an  eye-witness  of  the  action's  of  Christ,  to  which; 
indeed  he  lays  no  claim,  saying  only  that  he  would 
write  according  to  the  best  information  he  could  pro- 
cure, vaprjKoXsBrjKwg  avtadtv  rramv  ajtpt&Jc.     From  Col.  iv. 

14.  we  find  that  he  was  a  physician,  on  which  subject 
Cltfusewitz  has  written  a  short  treatise  entitled,  De  Luca 
Evangelista  medico.  Heumatan  was  formerly  of  opinion1 
that  Luke  the  physician  mentioned  Col.  iv.  14.  was  not 
Luke  the  Evangelist :  but  he  afterwards  revoked  it; 
and  in  his  Notes  to  Acts  xiii.  I.  and  Col.  iv.  14.  has 
shewn  that  they  were  one  and  the  same  person. 

The  two  circumstances,  that  St.    Luke  was   not  sr 
Jew,  at  least  not  by  birth  and  education,  and  that  hid 

{rofession  was  that  of  a  physician,  have  had  some  in- 
uence  on  his  mode  of  writing  and  the  choice  of  hi* 
expressions.  For  instance,  the  word  Scnpovcov,  which 
the  other  Evangelists  use,  without  any  epithet,  to  de- 
bote  an  evil  spirit,  appears  to  have  been  understood'  by 
St  Luke,  as  it  was  understood  by  the  pure  Greek 
writers,  namely  as  denoting  either  a  good  or  an  evil 
spirit :  for  at  ch.  iv.  33.  where  he  uses  &u/ioi/iov  for  the 
first  time,  he  explains  it  by  the  epithet  cucaflaprov  \  The 
lake  of  Gennesareth,  which  the  other  Evangelists,  ac- 
cording to  the  usual  mode  of  expression  among  the 

Acts  sit.  S.  i*.  6. 1&.  xxvii.  9/  But  the  first  argument j  though  spa- 
dous,  is  not  decisive,  because  it  depends  merely  on  the  silence  of  our 
historian,  who  was  soiree  from  egotism,  that  he  has  very  seldom  re- 
lated what  concerned  himself,  even  where  the  relation  would  be  of 
some  importance :  for  instance,  his  stay  at  Philippi,  of  which  I  shall 
hike  notice  in  die  next  section .  Nor  does  the  other  argument*  prove 
that  St.  Luke  was  a  Jew  ;  for  an  heathen  historian,  who  understood 
the  Jewish  customs,  would  accommodate  his  relation  to  tjie  Jewish 
mode  of  reckoning,  in  describing  St.  Paul's  transactions  with  the 
Jews. 

Sbme  ihiYers  have  related  that  St.  Luke  was  a  native  of  Arittbch* 
eefcera  that  fie  was  originally  a  slave,  others  again  that  he  was  by 
profession  a  painter.  These  reports,  which  are  very  uncertain,  the 
reader  will  find  examined  by  Lardner,  whose  opinion  of  them  is  per- 
fectly just.  Lastly,  some  authors  may  have  supposed  thtft  St.  Luke 
one  of  the  two  disciples,  whom  Christ  met  on  the  road  to  Em. 
:  a  supposition,  which  Lardner  thinks  not  improbable. 
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Jews  and  Syrians,  called  3oX«cr*a,  is  termed  by  St. 
Luke,  ch.  v.  I,  2.  viii.  22,  23.  very  properly  \i+ivn. 
In  ch.  iv.  38.  be  terms  tbe  fever,  with  which  St.  Peter's 
mother-in-law  was  afflicted,  irvpiroc  pryaf,  on  which 
expression  Wetstein's  Note  may  be  consulted.  Tbe 
phrase  rpiniv  ipupav  ayu  used  by  St  Luke,  cb.  xxiv. 
21.  occurs  particularly  in  tbe  writings  of  Galen  *•  la 
describing  tbe  blindness  of  Elymas,  Acts  xiii.  1 1 .  which 
was  to  last  only  for  a  time,  he  uses  the  proper  word 
«X^V?>  on  which  Kypke  may  be  consulted.  In  general, 
he  wrote  much  better  Greek,  than  the  other  Evangelists, 
especially  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  of  which  I  shall 
give  examples  in  a  following  section. 

That  St.  Luke  accompanied  St.  Paul  to  Rome,  and 
remained  with  him  there  during  some  time,  we  learn 
from  Acts  xxviii.  IS — 16.  Col.  iv.  14.  and  Philem.  24. 
From  Rome  he  is  said  to  have  travelled  into  Africa, 
and  to  have  preached  the  Gospel  in  Egypt,  a  subject 
which  will  be  considered  hereafter. 


SECTION  II. 

Examination  of  the  question,  whether  St.  Luke's  Gospel, 
though  it  contains  upon  the  whole  a  very  credible 
history,  is  perfectly  free  from  inaccuracies. 

St.  Luke's  intercourse  with  the  Apostles,  and  other 
eye-witnesses  to  the  transactions  of  Christ,  render 
him  a  very  credible  historian,  as  he  assures  us,  that 
he  has  diligently  y  inquired  into  the  whole  history, 
and  traced  up  the  several  facts  to  tbe  fountain  head  \ 
But  the  diligence  with  which  he  instituted  his  inquiries 
did  not  necessarily  exempt  him  from  the  danger  of 
faking  some  few  mistakes,  unless  he  wrote  under  th$ 
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of  divine  inspiration.  Now  St  Luke  him- 
self not  only  lays  no  claim  to  supernatural  assistance, 
but  on  the  contrary  grounds  the  fidelity  of  his  history 
merely  on  the  accuracy  of  his  own  researches.  I  have 
already  shewn  in  the  first  volume  of  this  Introduction  \ 
that  instead  of  being  losers  we  should  be  real  gainers, 
if  wc  considered  St  Luke  as  a  mere  human  historian, 
because  the  objections  which  have  been  made  to  the 
contradictions  in  the  Gospels,  affect  St,  Luke  more 
than  St.  Matthew  and  St.  John.  He  was  neither  an 
Apostle  nor  an  eye-witness  to  the  facts,  which  he  has 
recorded  in  his  Gospel,  and  therefore  when  he  differs 
from  an  Apostle  and  eye-witness,  we  must  conclude, 
since  two  accounts  which  vary  from  each  other  cannot 
both  of  them  be  accurate,  that  the  inaccuracy  is  on  the 
part  of  St  Luke. 

In  ch.  xviii.  35.  St  Luke  relates  that  Christ  restored 
a  blind  man  to  sight,  as  be  was  approaching  toward 
Jericho :  whereas  both  St.  Matthew  and  St  Mark  re- 
late, that  this  miracle  vyas  performed  after  Christ's  der 
parture  from  Jericho*  His  account  of  the  spices  pre- 
pared by  the  women  for  the  embalming  of  the  body  of 
Christ,  cb.  xxiii.  56.  and  their  bringing  these  spices  to 
the  grave,  ch.  xxiv.  1;  it  is  difficult,  it  not  impossible, 
to  reconcile  with  what  St  John  has  related  on  this  oc- 
casion b.  In  the  short  extract  which  St.  Luke  has  given 
from  the  sermon  on  the  mount,  he  has  inverted  one 
of  the  precepts  delivered  by  Christ  According  to 
Matth.  v,  40.    Christ  gave  the  following  command, 

T^»  deXovri  <roi  jcpiOqvai,  kcu  yirwva  an  XaSciv,  afyiq  avrtp  icat 

to  gjianov :  but  on  the  contrary  in  St.  Luke's  Gospel, 
ch.  vi.  2i),  the  command  is  given  thus :  Airo  rs  .aipdvro? 

as  roifiariov  Kai  rov  yirwa  /lct|  jca>Xupc*    To  those  who  are 

unacquainted  with  the  Jewish  laws,  (h?  form  iq  .which 


*  Ch.  III.  sect,  3. 

*  See  what  I  have  said  on  Ujis  subject  in  my  History  of  th*  Rq< 
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St.  Luke  has  recorded  tlrfB  precept,  will  appear  to  be 
the  most  natural,  because  an  outward  garment  (t^anov) 
must  be  taken  off  bfefore  the  tinder  garment  (xm"v)# 
But  Christ  alluded  in  this  instance  to  a  Jewish  law, 
according  to  which  a  creditor  could  summon'  a  debtor 
before  a  court  of  justice,  and  if  he  were  unable  to  pay, 
could  claim  from  him  his  under  garment :  but  the  out- 
ward  garment  was  sacred,  and  could  not  be  seized,  evenf 
if  the  wearer  had  pledged  it  as  surety  for  a  debt c.  The 
meaning  therefore  of  the  precept,  as  recorded  by  St. 
Matthew,  is  this :  that  if  any  one  has  a  claim'  upon  us, 
we  should  rather  giv6  u{>  even  more  than  the  laws  re- 

3uirt,  than  dispute  that,  which  can  with  justice  be 
emanded.  This  isf  a  Very  rational  precept :  but  in  the 
form  irf  which  St  Luke  has  delivered  it,  and  in  the 
connection  in  which  he  has  related  it,  the  precept  im- 
plies' that  not  even  robbers  oiight  to  be  resisted,  and 
hence  objections  bkve  been  made  to  the  Christian  te- 
ligioh:  But  the  objections  will  cease  to  be  of  weighty 
if  We  admit,  that,  St  Luke  misunderstood  the  precept*. 
According  to  th6  relation  of  St  Matthew,  ch.  xviii; 
SI,  22.  tthen  St  Piter  demanded  of  Christ  hoSV  often 
hte  should  forgivfe  his  brother,  who  offended  him;  Whe- 
ther seven  timts,  be  received  for  answer  *  seventy  timei 
seten:'  by  which  Christ  intended  to  say. in  general 
terms;  that  we  should  be  ready  at  all  times  to  be  re- 
conciled with  those,  who  had  bffehded  us.  Btat  St 
'Luke,  ch.  xvii.  5,  4.  has  recorded  the  precept  in  thft 
following  nhanner  :  c  If  he  trespass  against  thee  seven 
timed  hi'  a  day,  and  sevfeii  timtefc  in  a  day  turn  again  tb 
ihee,  saying,  I  repfcnt,  thou  shalt  forgive  him.'  No\v 
seven,  it  fe  trite,  is  much  lttfsf  than  seventy  times  deven* 
but  the  addition  of  f  in  a  defy/  increase  the  forte  of 
the  exptesdioh  in  Such  a  mariner  as  to  produce  a  very 
incomprehensible  doctrine.  For,  if  a  man  offend  me 
seven  times  a  day,  and  comes  to  me  each  time  to  say  that 
he  repents,  how  is  it  possible  that  his  repentance  should 

c  Mosaic  Law,  Vol.  III.  sect.  150.  No.  1.  and  Exod.  audi,  23,  48. 
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be  sincere,  when  be  continually  repeats  the  offence  in 
the  very  same  day  ?  The  addition  therefore  of  riic  ii/ucpac 
is  certainly  without  authority,  and  St.  Luke  must  have 
derived  his  information  in  this  instance,  not  from  the 
Apostles,  but  from  one  of  those,  apocryphal  Gospels, 
of  which  he  speaks  in  his  preface  K    Again,  the  account 
which  St.  Luke  has  given,  ch.  xix.  13.  of  the  sum  of 
money,  which  a  certain  prince  entrusted  to  ten  of  his 
subjects,  to  be  employed  on  interest  during  his  a&eribfe; 
appears  to  be  not  perfectly  accurate.    This  sum,  *W 
carding  to  St  Luke,  was  ten  Minas.     Now  the  Attitd 
Miaa;  according  to  Eisfensehinidt,  was  fifteen  ounc£g 
Cologne  height;  iri  silver  therefore  it  wtfd  two  arid  twenty 
rix-dollars,  and  in  gold  between  an  hundred  and  twerity- 
four  and  an  hundred  and  tviehty-five  ddcats.  The  whole 
treasure  was  at  the  utmost  twelve  hundred  and  fifty 
ducats:     Even  if  we  understood  the  HebVew  Mfrra, 
which;  according  to  Eisenschmidt,  was  oftfe  pound1  thir- 
teen odntes,  and  reckon  the  Mina  in  gold,  the  wholg 
stria  will'  not  exceed  two  thousand'  four  hundred  and 
fifty  d  treats:  Which  is  really  despicable?,  considered  ai 
a  royal  treistrfa  m  the  East,  and  in  the  age  6f  the 
wealthy  Herodi,  from  #h6se  history  the  whole  parable 
was  borrowed.  '  A  similar  parable  is  related  by  St , 
Matthew;  ch.  xxv.  14.  not  of  a  sovereign,   but  of  a 
private  inan :  tad  even  this  person  delivers  to  one  of 
his  Servant*  duly  not  less  ihan  five  talents.    The  w6icd 
/n*  tfctereftre1,  used  by  St.  LuR4  triuat  be  a  mistake; 
which  probably  arose  irr  thfe  following  mAnrifer.    Th'6 
Hebrew  word  HOB,  if  pointed  n»  signifies  '  a  pbrttotf 
or  €  part;*  but  if  pointed  nab,  \i  signifies  '  a  Riitia.* 
Christ  probably  used  the  word  in  the  former  sense,  and 
foiafit  to  say,  that  th*  Ring  difivefed  to  ten  of  his  sub- 
jects the  ten  portions  of  his  treasure.     It  ought  <her& 
fore  to  have  been  rendered  by  /uepoc :  but  in  consequence 
of  a  wrong  punctuation,  it  was  improperly  rendered  by 

fkva  *. 
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SECTION  III. 

Whether  St.  Luke  is  the  same  Person  as  Lucius 
mentioned  Acts  xiii.  1.     Rom.  xvi.  21. 

Dr.  Heumann  in  his  Note  to  Acts  xiii.  1.  has  endea- 
voured by  several  very  probable  arguments  to  shew 
that  Lucius  of  Cyrene,  who  is  called  a  prophet,  Acts 
xiii.  J.  and  who  is  mentioned  by  St  Paul,  Rom*  xvi. 
81.  is  no  other  than  the  Evangelist  St.  Luke.  Lardner  d 
is  inclined  to  adopt  the  same  opinion,  and  Wetstein 
says  in  positive  terms,  that  Lucas  and  Lucius  are  only 
different  names  of  the  same  person.     If  this  opinioti 
were  founded  on  fact,  we  should  derive  from  it  ma- 
terial advantages ;  for  we  should  not  only  acquire  a 
more  complete  knowledge  of  our  Evangelist,  but  might 
ascribe  to  him,  without  scruple,  divine  inspiration,  be- 
cause Lucius  of  Cyrene  is  expressly  called  a  prophet, 
and  is  said  to  have  been  selected,  under  the  influence 
of  the  Holy  Spirit,  by  the  Apostle  St.  Paul  to  the  mi* 
nhtry  \ 

.  But  there  lie  difficulties  in  the  way  of  this  opinion, 
which  appear  to  me  to  be  insurmountable.  That  Lu- 
cius was  a  Jew f,  but  St.  Luke  an  heathen  by  birth, 
is  an  argument  on  which  I  will  not  insist,  because  the 
deduction,  by  which  St.  Luke's  heathen  origin  is  shewn, 
is  not  absolutely  decisive g.  The  material  objection  is 
the  following.     St.  Paul  wrote  his  Epistle  to  the  Ro- 

4  Supplement  to  the  Credibility  of  die  Gospel  History,  Vol.  L 
p.  250 :  Lardner  likewise  observes  that  some  entertained  this  opi- 
nion as  long  ago  as  the  time  of  Origen. 

•  Acts  xiii.  1,  2. 

r  Lucius  was  certainly  a  Jew,  because  St.  Paul  calls  hint  rvy-% 
ytrnu  Rom.  xvi.  21. 

*  See  the  first  section  of  this  chapter,  Note  x. 
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mans  from  Corinth,  and  Lucius  was  with  him  at  that 
time,  for  St.  Paul  sends  a  salutation,  from  Lucius*. 
Consequently  if  Lucas  and  Lucius  are  one  and  the  flan* 
person,  the  author  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  roust 
have  been  with  St.  Paul  at  Corinth,  when  the  Epistle 
to  the  Romans  was  written.  But,  if  we  attend  to  the 
mode  of  writing  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  we  shall 
perceive  that  the  author  of  this  book  was  not  at  that 
time  in  Corinth.  He  begins  to  speak  in  the  first,  per- 
son at  ch.  xvi.  ]0.  '  JVe  endeavoured  to  go  into  Ma- 
cedonia.' He  was  therefore  at  that  time  in  company 
with  St  Paul:  and  from  ver.  12.  where  he  likewise 
speaks  in  the  first  person,  it  appears  that  they  arrived 
together  at  Philippi.  In  the  last  verse  of  the  same 
chapter,  he  mentions  St  Paul's  departure  from  Phi- 
lippi ;  and  in  this  verse,  and  likewise  in  the  following 
chapters,  be  speaks  of  St.  Paul  and  his  companions  in 
the  third  person :  r  Now  when  they  had  passed  through 
Amphipolis ',  &c.  Consequently  he  staid  behind  at 
Philippi,  for  if  he  had  accompanied  St  Paul  to  Corinth, 
he  would  not  have  altered  bis  mode  of  writing.  The 
third  person  continues  as  far  as  Acts  x*.  56*  where  the 
first  person  is  again  used  :  '  These  going  before  tarried 
for  us  at  Troas,  and  tec  sailed  away  from  Philippi,  &c. 
Hence  we  perceive  that  the  author  of  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles  remained  at  Philippi  (probably  with  a  view  of 
edifying  the  newly  founded  community),  during  the 
whole  of  St  Paul's  travels,  which  are  described  in  the 
seventeenth,  eighteenth,  and  nineteenth  chapters,  and 
that  tbey  again  joined  company  in  the  same  city.  But 
it  was  in  this  interval  that  St  Paul  wrote  his  Epistle  to 
the  Romans  from  Corinth :  and  therefore  the  author 
of  the  Acts  was  not  with  St.  Paul  when  he  wrote  that 
Epistle.  Consequently  be  was  not  the  same  person 
with  Lucius,  who  is  mentioned  Rom.  xvi.  21.  If,  in 
order  to  evade  this  argument,  it  be  objected,  that  the 
Lbcius  of  Cyrene,  whom  we  find  at  Antioch,  Acts  xiii. 
1.  may  be  a  different  person  from  the  Lucius,  who  wa$ 

h  Rom.  xvi.  21.  '  AcU  xvii.  1. 
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*Jtb  St.  Paiut  at  Corinth;  and  therefore  that  the  Evan* 
geHM  Sfll  Lube,  though  he  cannot  be  the  same  with 
tift  fettrtr,  may  yet  be  thi  same  wifti  the  former,  I 
anStffer  that  ffLucfcis  Of  Gyrene,  who  was  with  St* 
Petal  at  Anttoeh,  had  been  the  author  of  the  Acts,  be 
tfohttf  have  spoken  in'  the  first  person  m  describing  the 
tVahWction  at  Antioch,  ch.  *iii.  1 — 3.  and  would  have 
&id;  ver:  3.  •  we  sent  them  frway,'  not '  thq/  sent  them 
aWay*'  Betfde*,  the  name  of  Lucius  stands  before  that 
of  St.  Paul,  Acts  xiii  L  an  arrangement  which  is  in- 
{fttopiatible  with  St  Luke's  modesty,  if  he  himself  were 
Liicius,  for  be  would  then  have  placed  his  own  name 
before  that  of  art  Apostle*. 


SECTION  IV. 

Of  the  Petsim  of  TheophiluSy  to  wham  St.  Luke  addressed 

his  writings1: 

That  the  word  OotytXoc  is  not  an  appellative,  but  a 
proper  name,  appears  from  the  addition  of  the  title 
xywriToc.  B6t  who  this  person  was,  it  is  at  present 
draicult  to'  determine.  That  he  was  a  man  of  rant 
appears  from  the  title,  which  St.  Luke  has  givert  him' : 
for  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  ch.  xxiii.  26.  xxiv.  3. 
xxvi.  2©.  thte  title  is  applied  to  the  Roman  Governors 
M  Judfea,  Felix  and  Festus.  On  the  other  hand  it 
Warf  not  confined  to  men  of  this  elevated  statior^  but' 
4*as  Applied1  in  the  East  to'  persons  in  general,  whose 
fanlk  and  office  entitled  them  to  respect.  The  word 
fras  adopted  m  the  Palmyrenfc  Syriac,  for  fheri  are 
three  PAtmyreta6'  inscriptions,  in  each  of  which  a  cer- 
tain Epitropus  and  Ducenarius  is  entitled*  <m$j*£p> 
Chat  is,  icpaTXToc.    This  title  therefore  determines  no 

{)artiCularrartk,  and  O^cumenius  was  certainly  mistaken* 
n  saying  in  hid  Commentary  on  the  Acts  of  the  Apos- 
tles, that  St  Luke's  Theophilus  was  a  Roman  Gover- 


nor,  because  Felix  and  Eeatus  bad  the  same  title,  fot 
Theophilus  is  qeithpr  p  Latin  name,  nor  does  it  ever 
occur  in  the  Roman  history,  as  tbe  name  of  the  gover- 
nor of  a  province. 

That  Theophilus  was  not  a  Christian,  but  either 
9  jew  or  jap  Heat  hep,  when  St.  Luke  addressed  his* 
Gospel  tp  Jhira,  I  think  not  improbable,  became  St: 
Luke  in  hie  preface  uses  the  word  Ka-mynQns,  from  wbk& 
it  ftppepfs  tjiat  Th^Qphilns  had  then  a  very  imperfect 
knowledge  of  the  history  of  Christ* :  and  the  express 
piop  used  by  §t.  JUike  yer.  1.  *  among  us/  that  is* 
1  apaong  ms  Christians/  seems  to  imply  that  Theophilus 
yas  at  that  tinip  not  of  the  number  '• 

It  would  b?  tedjous  and  even  useless  to  relate  the 
various  opinion*  of  pncierjt  writers,  relative  to  the  cha- 
racter and  residence  of  Theophilus  i  for  they  are  i& 
geperal  mere  conjectures  unsupported  by  historical  evi- 
dence k.  And  it  i?  the  less  necessary  in  this  Introduc- 
tion, becagse  whatever  has  been  advanced  on  this- 
subject,  $s  well  in  aocient  as  in  modern  times,  the 
reader  will  find  examined  at  full  length  in  the  fourth, 
volume  of  the  Bibliotheca  firemensis.  I  will  therefore 
content  myself  at  present  with  stating  the  result  of  the 
inquiries  instituted  in  that  work.  The  first  dissertation 
on  Theophilus  bap  Dr..  Heumann  for  its  author l,  who- 
contend  §  that  this  person  was  an  Heathen :  but  he 
argues  chiefly  from  ,the  word  Kpimmc,  which  as  he  sup- 
poses, nojt  .only  implies  a  Roman  governor,  but  one 
who  bad  not  embraced  Christianity,  because  tbe  Ro- 
mans would  put  have  entrusted  tbe  government  of  a  pro- 
vince to  a  Christian.  JBut  this  argument  is  wholly  in* 
conclusive :  for  the  title  *0tm?oc,  as  I  have  already 
abewQ,  was  not  confined  to  governors  of  provinces; 
and  it  might  have  been  applied  to  men  of  rank  among. 

*,Sorae  have  supposed  that  he  lived  at  Antioch,  ortfofj-sthat  he 
lived  at  Alexandria';*  &nd  Alexander  Morius  conjectured ,  that  he 
Irredat  Athens,  because  Tacitus  (A nnal.  Lib.  11:  55.)  mentions  a 
prison  of  this  name  who  was  convicted  at  Athens  of  a  forgery. 

1  Bibl,  Breioens.  Class  IV.  Fascic.  Hi.  Psisserfc  3. 
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the  Jews,  for  instance  to  such  a  person  as  Nicodemus. 
Npr  13  it  by' any  means  certain  that  a  Roman  governor 
would  have  been  deprived  of  his  office  for  embracing 
Christianity :  for  the  Romans  were  at '  that  time  not 
inclined  to  persecution,  but  tolerated  the  Christian 
like  every  other  religion,  and  Sergius  Paulus,  governor 
of  Cyprus,  made  no  scruple  to  embrace  Christianity  m. 
The  title  Kpawsoc  therefore  determines  no  more  in 
favour  of  Heathenism,  than  of  Judaism,  or  of  Chris* 
tianity. 

The  second  dissertation  on  this  subject  was  written 
by  Theodore  Hase%  who  contends  that  Theopbilus 
was  formerly,  though  n6t  when   St.  Luke  addressed 
his  Gospel  to  him,  a  Jewish  High  Priest     The  argu- 
ments advanced  in  favour  of  this  opinion  are  so  strong, 
as  to  render  it  more  probable  than  any  other.     That 
a  person  of  the  name  of  Theopbilus  once  executed  the 
office  of  High  Priest,  appears  from  the  Antiquities  of 
Josephus*.     He  was  son  of  Annas1*,  who  was  High 
Priest  in  the  year  in  which  Christ  was  crucified :  and 
was  himself  nominated   High  Priest  by  the  Roman 
Governor  Vitellius,  in  the  place  of  bis  brother  Jona- 
than,   whom  Vitellius  deposed q.    This  office  Theo- 
pbilus held  till  Agrippa  was  appointed  King  of  Judaea, 
who  deposed  him  and  made  Simon  Cantheras  High 
Priest.     Agrippa  soon  after  dispossessed  Cantheras  of 
the  High  Priesthood,  and  offered  it  again  to  Jonathan : 
but  he  refused  it,  and  recommended  his  brother  Mat- 
thias, who  was  accepted r.    After  several  changes  in  the 
Priesthood,  which  are  of  no  importance  in  the  present 
inquiry,  another  son  of  Annas,  named  Ananus,  was 
appointed  High  Priest :  so  that  Theopbilus  had  not 
only  himself  presided  over  the  Jewish  church,  but  had 

»  Acts  xiiL  4.  7.  12. 

■  Bibl.  Brem.  Class,  IV.  Fascic.  III.  Dissert.  S. 
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three  brothers  who  had  likewise  executed  that  office; 
Lastly,  his  own  son  Matthias  was  nominated  High 
Priest  in  the  place  of  Jesus  the  son  of  Gamaliel :  and 
it  was  during  the  Priesthood  of  Matthias,  that  the 
Jewish  war  commenced  *.  Theopbilus  therefore,  though 
no  longer  High  Priest,  when  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gos- 
pel, yet,  as  he  had  formerly  held  that  office,  and 
moreover  had  brothers  and  a  son  for  his  successors, 
he  was  certainly  of  sufficient  rank  to  be  entitled  to 
the  appellation  of  Kpanzoq.  It  is  therefore  not  impos- 
sible that  this  person  is  the  Theophilus,  to  whom  St 
Luke  addressed  his  Gospel,  which  must  then  be  con- 
sidered as  an  historical  apology  for  the  Christian  reli- 
gion, addressed  to  one  of  the  heads  of  the  Jewish 
nation.  Further,  Ananus,  the  brother  of  Theophilus, 
was  in  the  Priesthood  after  the  death  of  the  Procurator 
Festus  :  consequently  Theophilus  himself  might  .have 
been  alive,  not  only  when  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel, 
but  likewise  when  he  wrote  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles. 
Lastly,  when  we  take  into  consideration  that  this  Theo- 
philus is  the  only  person  of  that  name,  whose  history 
is  recorded  in  the  annais  of  the  first  century  ;  the  pos- 
sibility that  he  is  the  same  with  St.  Luke's  Theophilus 
becomes  a  probability. 

That  St.  Luke  addressed  his  Gospel  to  one  of  the 
heads  of  the  Jewish  church  agrees  likewise  extremely 
well  with  the  opinion,  that  he  wrote  it  in  Palestine 
during  the  time  St  Paul  was  prisoner  at  Caesarea. 
He  had  then  the  very  best  opportunity  of  tracing  up 
the  history  of  Christ  to  the  fountain  head,  agreeably  to 
what  he  himself  says  in  his  Preface :  and,  as  the  pro- 
pagation of  the  new  religion  engaged  at  that  time  the 
particular  attention  of  the  leading  men  among  the 
Jews ',  there  could  not  be  a  fitter  opportunity  for  pre- 
senting to  a  person,  who  had  once  executed  the  im- 
portant office  of  High  Priest,  an  authentic  narrative  of 
the  miracles  and  resurrection  of  Christ,  in  vindication 

•  Antiq.  XX.  9. 1. 7.  'See  Acta  xxr.  13.— xxvi.  32. 
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pf  those,  >vfro  bad  embraced  bi?  .doctrines.  Nor  is  if 
improbable  that  Sjt.  Luke's  narrative  should  have  pro- 
duced SJMch  an  /effect  on  tbe  mind  of  this  person,  as 
$o  induce  blip  to  request  from  the  same  author  a  fur- 
ther account  pf  tbe  Chilians,  especially  of  St  Paul, 
who  was  tbso  prisoner  in  Cftparea,  which  occasiqued 
tb$  composition  qf  Sj.  Lpke'g  second  work,  the  Acts 
of  the  Apgstlep.  AH  JthQ3e  circumstances  put  together 
j$nder  thp  opipjoty  highly  probable,  that  St.  Luke  3 
Tbeqphjhtf  j?  qo  other  than  Theophilus  tbe  son  of 
Annas,  who  is  mentioned  by  Josephus,  And  if  the 
opinion  be  true,  as  1  really  believe,  it  adds  greatly  to 
tbe  credibility  of  St.  Luke's  Gpspel ;  for  the  Evangelist 
would  hardly  have  ventured  to  dedicate  to  the  son  of 
that  very  A<Was,  who  wa$  High  Priest,  when  ChrisJt 
•J?W  crucified,  9,  narrative  of  f^qts  perfonppd  ip  Pales- 
tine, unless  be  bad  been  able  to  warrant  their  truth. 

*  •  •   • 

Tbe  third  dissertation  on  St  Luke's  Theophilus,  in 
the  Bib)iotb£C4  Bremensi?  °,  was  written  by  James  fiasq, 
■brother  pf  Theodore.    This  writer  supposes  that  S{. 
Luke's  Theophilijs  was  a  Jewish  qopvert  jn  Alexandria, 
♦and  moreover  tbe  first  who  embraced  Christianity  ip 
.that  eity.     In  favour  qf  this  opinion  he  produces  the 
authority  of  Bar  Bahlul,  a  Syrian  lexicographer  of  thp 
tenth   century,  who  is  quoted,  in    Caste] li   Lexicon 
Heptaglotton,   pag.  3859,  under  the  article  I1  /  °~lf 
Theophilus.     The  words  of  Bar  Bahlul,  in  Castell's 
Latin  translation  are,  '  Theqphilus,  primus  credentium 
-et  celeberrimus  apud ,  Alexandrienses,  qui  cum  aliis 
JEgyptiis  S.  Lucam  rogabat,  ut  eis  Evan«elium  scri- 
beret.'    But  an  assertion  made  by  a  writer  of  the  tenth 
century  relative  to  what  happened  in  the  first  century 
canngt  be  considered  as  historical  evidence,  when  his 
assertion  is  not  supported  by  any  preceding  authority. 
And  in  the  present  instate  J  have  no  doubt  that  the 
assertion  is  nothjpg  wore   thqn  a  cqajectipe  of  Bar 
.  Bablul  founded  00  the  cqqpnjon  belief  of  the  Syrians 
relative  to  the  place  where  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel, 

■  Class.  IV.  Fasc.  VI.  Diss.  4. 
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In  the  superscription  to  St.  Luke's  Gospel  in  the  Syriac 
version  it  is  said  that  St.  Luke  wrote  and  preached  bis 
Gospel  at  Alexandria2:  hence  Bar  Bahlul  concluded 
that  the  person  to  whom  he  addressed  it  must  have  been 
an  inhabitant  of  Alexandria.  Further,  the  author  of 
the  dissertation  in  question  appears  to  be  of  opinion  r, 
though  he  has  not  positively  advanced  it,  that  St  Luke's 
Theophilus  was  no  other  than  the  celebrated  Alexan- 
drian Jew,  Philo.  But  if  Philo  and  Theophilus  were 
one  and  the  same  person,  which  is  in  itself  very  im- 
probable, the  Alexandrine  Fathers  Clement  and  Ori- 
gin must  certainly  have  known  it,  and  consequently 
would  not  have  failed  to  relate  it.  Besides,  as  Philo, 
in  the  account  of  his  embassy  to  the  emperor  Caius 
Caligula,  calls  himself  al  that  time  an  old  man  a,  it  is 
not  very  probable  that  he  was  alive,  when  the  Acts  of 
the  Apostles  were  written,  which  extend  as  far  as  the 
end  of  the  second  year  of  St  Paul's  imprisonment  in 
Rome,  under  the  emperor  Nero,  and  therefore  must 
have  been  written  more  than  twenty  years  after  the  em- 
bassy of  Philo. 


SECTION  V. 

Of  the  Time  when  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel. 

The  tune  when,  as  well  as  the  place  where,  St.  Luke's 
Gospel  was  written,  is  wholly  uncertain1,  Lardner, 
in  the  first  volume  of  bis  Supplement  *  to  the  Credi- 

«  Ebed  Jesu  says  the  fame.    See  Assemani  Bib.  Orient.  Tom. 

m.  p.  i.  p.  9. 

*  His  own  words,  p.  1077.  are,  Equidem  et  ipse  ille  Philo  inter 
sues  gesnit  nomen  rvm*,  seu  Jedidsei,  hoc  est  3i©f  on,  quod  ipse  in 
Phltonis  Gnecum  ex  more  turn  temporis  solemni  commutavit.  He- 
braeo  enim  Jjoc  et  nativo  nomine  Philonem  citat  Jedidaei  Alexan- 
dria! R.  Asanas  in  Meor  Enajim,  cap.  32. 

*  In  the  beginning  of  his  work  entitled,  De  legatione  ad  Caium. 

*  Chap.  VIII.  Sect.  4, 5, 6. 
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bility  of  the  Gospel  History,  has  examined  the  various 
opinions  on  this  subject,  and  very  clearly  shewn  the 
mistakes,  which  bad  been  made  by  bis  predecessors : 
t>ut,  as  it  often  happens  in  dubious  cases,  the  opinion 
which  he  himself  defends  is  equally  liable  to  objection. 
All  that  we  can  affirm  with  certainty  is,  that  St,  Luke 
wrote  his  Gospel  before  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  and 
that  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  were  not  written  before 
the  end  of  the  second  year  of  St.  Paul's  imprisonment 
in  Rome.  But  of  the  interval  which  elapsed,  between 
the  composition  of  the  former  and  that  of  the  latter, 
we  have  no  knowledge;  nor  are  there  any  internal 
marks,  either  in  the  Gospel  or  in  the  Acts,  by  which 
we  can  determine  whether  the  interval  was  long  or  short. 
It  is  indeed  the  commonly  received  opinion,  and  Lard- 
ner  has  adopted  it,  that  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel 
not  long  before  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles j  but  this  is 
mere  conjecture,  for  though  it  is  very  possible  that  the 
former  was  written  so  late  as  the  very  year  in  which 
the  latter  was  written,  yet  it  is  equally  possible  that  it 
was  written  ten  years  before.  One  of  the  reasons  which 
Lardner  assigns b,  namely,  that  St  Luke's  Gospel  con- 
tains a  more  complete  view  of  the  Gospel  dispensation, 
than  could  have  been  expected  from  a  person  who 
wrote  only  a  few  years  after  the  ascension,  is  wholly 
foreign  to  the  purpose.  If  the  question  related  to  the 
work  of  an  impostor,  who  invented  stories  and  doc- 
trines in  order  to  deceive  the  world  and  introduce  a 
false  religion,  the  argument  would  be  valid :  for  when 
a  writer  exhibits  a  fiction,  and  produces  merely  a  work 
of  his  own  invention,  he  cannot  easily  ascribe  to  his 
pretended  prophet  a  set  of  doctrines,  with  which  he 
himself  was  unacquainted.  But  it  is  wholly  inappli- 
cable to  the  Evangelists,  who  have  recorded  a  series 
of  doctrines,  not  of  their  own  discovery,  but  which 
bad  been  actually  delivered  by  Christ:  and  therefore, 
whether  they  fully  understood  the  Gospel  dispensation 
or  not,  when  they  wrote  their  histories,  it  was  surely 

*  Chap.  VIII.  Sect.  B. 
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in  their  power  to  record,  as  true  and  faithful  disciples, 
what  had  been  taught  by  their  Lord  and  Master. 
Larriner's  other  argument,  namely,  that  several  histories 
of  Christ  had  been  written  before  St.  Luke  wrote  his 
Gospel,  as  the  Evangelist  himself  says  in  the  Preface, 
is  more  to  the  purpose,  but  equally  indecisive.  For  we 
are  wholly  ignorant  of  the  time  in  which  the  histories, 
to  which  St.  Luke  alludes  were  written,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  argue  from  them  to  the  time,  when 
St  Luke  himself  wrote.  Lardner  indeed  says,  c  It 
cannot  be  reasonably  thought,  that  many  should  have 
written  histories  of  Jesus  Christ  presently  after  his  as- 
cension, nor  indeed  till  many  years  after  it9  But  if 
we  argue  from  mere  probability  we  may  with  equal 
reason  suppose  that  some  accounts  at  least  were  com- 
mitted to  writing  soon  after  the  ascension.  In  fact  we 
cannot  conclude  either  one  way  or  the  other  with  any 
certainty,  and  the  probability  or  improbability,  which 
we  find  in  the  case  itself  depends  chiefly  on  the  opi* 
nion,  which  we  have  already  embraced.  If  we  argue 
from  analogy,  the  inference  will  be  equally  uncertain ; 
for  some  histories  are  written  soon  after  the  events, 
which  are  recorded,  though  other  events  of  equal  im- 
portance are  not  committed  to  writing,  till  long  after 
they  had  happened.  For  instance,  Charles  XII.  of 
Sweden  had  a  biographer  in  Voltaire,  within  a  few 
years  after  his  death,  whereas  the  life  of  Gustavus 
Adolphus  has  been  described  by  no  historian  before  the 
present  age. 

St.  Luke's  Gospel  therefore,  for  aught  we  know, 
may  have  been  written  many  years  heme  the  Acts  of 
the  Apostles :  and  consequently  the  opinion  of  The- 
odore Hasej  which  I  noticed  in  the  preceding  section, 
that  it  was  written  in  Palestine,  before  St.  Paul  was 
sent  prisoner  from  Ccesarea  to  Rome,  may  very  possibly 
be  true*.  Nay  it  is  possible  that  St  Luke  wrote  before 

•  The  subscription  to  St  Luke's  Gospel  in  some  Greek  uanti* 
icripCff  quoted  by  Wetstein  imports  that  it  was  written  only  fifteen 
years  after  tlia  ascension. 
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St  Matthew ;  for  though  I  would  not  undertake  to 
prove  that  he  did,  I  should  find  it  difficult  to  prove 
that  he  did  not.  It  is  true  that  according  to  the  com- 
mon arrangement  of  the  four  Gospels,  that  of  St. 
Luke  is  placed  after  that  of  St  Matthew :  but  we 
cannot  argue  from  their  position  to  the  time  in  which 
they,  were  written.  Nor  do  all  the.  manuscripts  agree  in 
the  arrangement  of  the  Gospels :  for  there  are  some, 
especially  Latin  manuscripts,  in  which  St.  John's  Gos- 
pel is  placed  before  that  of  St.  Matthew,  though  it  is 
certain  that  St.  John's  Gospel  was  written  last*.  It  is 
therefore  not  improbable  that  the  Common  arrangement 
of  the  three  first  Gospels  was  grounded  not  on  the 
time  when  they  were  written,  but  on  the  different  de- 
grees of  dignity  of  their  respective  authors.  St  Mat- 
thew had  the  first  rank,  because  he  was  an  Apostle, 
and  St  Mark  the  second  rank,  because  he  bad  not 
only  been  a  companion  of  St  Peter,  but  bad  likewise 
attended  St.  Paul,  before  St  Luke  attended  him.  Yet 
St  Mark,  if  he  wrote  bis  Gospel  after  St.  Peter  was  in 
Rome,  wrote  certainly  later  than  St  Luke.  -The  only 
Gospel  of  which  we  can  positively  affirm  that  its  usual 
position  corresponds  to  the  time  of  its  composition  is 
that  of  St  John :  but  as  in  several  manuscripts  this 
Gospel  has  a  different  position,  we  see  that  the  ar- 
rangement of  the  Gospels  leads  to  no  conclusion  what- 
soever. 

That  St  Luke's  Gospel  was  really  written  before 
that  of  St.  Matthew  has  been  asserted  by  several  com- 
mentators, in  consequence  of  what  St.  Luke  says  in  his 
preface4.  Macknight  especially  has  devoted  to  this 
subject  a  great  part  of  his  seventh  Preliminary  Disser- 
tation *,  and  in  addition  to  the  argument  deduced  from 
St  Luke's  preface,  has  drawn  a  conclusion  in  favour 

*  

*  Besa  observes  in  a  Note  to  Luke  i.  1—4.  Forsitan.ex.hoc  ioco 
utcunque  colligi  posset,  Lucamante  Matthaeam  quoque  et  Marcuat 
banc  suam  historian!  ^didisse. 

•  Prefixed  to  his  Harmony  of  the  Gospels.  The  edition  which 
I  quote  is  that  of  1763. 
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of  the  early  composition  of  this' Gospel  from  a  passage 
in  St.  Paul's  second  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians/,  whehe 
St  Paul  says,  s  We  have  sent  with  him  the  brother 
whose  praise  is  in  the  Gospel  throughout  all  the 
churches/  That  this  brother  was  St.  Luke,  Mack* 
night  thinks  highly  probable,  and  quotes  in  favour  of 
this  interpretation  the  authority  of  Origen,  Jerome9, 
and  the  interpolator  of  Ignatius  who  explains  the 
passage  in  the  same  manner.  But  if  we  admit  that  St 
Luke,  was  the  brother  whom  St.  Paul  sent,  yet  the 
word  '  Gospel'  in  this  passage  ought  not  to  be  ex- 
plained of  St.  Luke's  written  Gospel :  the  word  ewry- 
TeXiov  in  the  writings  of  the  Apostles  and  Evangelists 
denotes  '  the  glad  tidings  of  the  Christian  religion,9  or 
1  the  preaching  of  Christianity  in  general,9  and  it  wad 
not  till  after  their  time,  that  it  acquired  the  sense  of  a 
4  writteo  narrative  of  the  life  of  Christ.9 

Bishop  Pearce  has  used  another  argument  in  favour 
of  the  early  composition  of  St.  Luke  s  Gospel,  which 
he  has  deduced  from  ch,  i.  5.  where  St  Luke,  speak- 
ing of  Herod  the  Great,  calls  him  simply  Herod  the 
King  of  Judaea,  without  the  addition  of  an  epithet  to 
distinguish  him  from  the   Herod,  who  is  mentioned 
Acts  xii.   ].  and  who  was  likewise  King  of  Judaea. 
Hence   Pearce   concludes  that,   St.-  Luke  wrote   his 
Gospel  before  the  second  Herod  King  of  Judaea  had 
begun  to  reign.     But  this  inference  is  hot  valid,  for 
St  Luk^  in  speaking  of  the  second  Herod  Acts  xii.  1. 
calls  bim  simply  Herod  the  King,  as  he  had  named 
his  grandfather  the  first  Herod,  and  therefore  if  Pearce's 
argument  proved  any  thing  it  would  prove  too  much. 
Besides,  it  was  not  the  practice  of  the  ancient  histo- 
rians to  .distinguish  princes  of  the  same  name  by  the 
addition  of  '  the  first,9  '  the  second,9  and  so  on/  as  is 
customary  in  modern  ages:  they  left  the  reader  to 

• 

'  CJi.  vin.  18. 

v  Tile  words  of  Jerom  are :  Hoc  <le  Luca  intelligitur,  qui  laudera 
m  Evaagelio  conscribendo  videtur  habere  prae  ceteris. 
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judge  from  the  context,  and  in  the  case  in  question 
St*  Luke  could  have  no  reason  whatsoever  for  making 
an  exceptionf  since  none  of  his  readers  could  suppose 
that  the  Herod,  under  whose  reign  Christ  was  born,  was 
any  other  than  Herod  the  Great     . 

But  whether  St  Luke  wrote  before  St  Matthew 
and  St  Mark  or  not,  it  is  evident  that  he  had  not 
seen  their  Gospels,  when  he  wrote  his  own.    For  the 
'  many'  of  whom  he  speaks,  ch.  i.  1.  cannot  possibly 
be  confined  to  St  Matthew  and  St  Mark  alone:  con- 
sequently, they  must  be  either  included  among  the 
many  or  not  meant  at  all.    But  we  cannot  suppose 
that  St  Luke  would  place  the  Gospels  of  St  Matthew 
and  St  Mark  on  a  level  with  apocryphal  Gospels, 
which  stood  in  need  of  correction.    Further,  St  Luke 
speaks  of  the  author  of  these  Gospels,  as  if  they 
themselves  were  not  eye-witnesses  of  the  facts  which 
they  had  recorded,  and  therefore  at  any  rate  he  could 
not  have  St  Matthew  in  view.    Nor  would  he  have 
neglected  ver.  3.  where  he  declares  that  he  had  traced 
up  the  history  of  Christ  to  the  fountain  head,  to  have 
quoted  the  authority  of  St  Matthew  who  was  both 
Apostle  and  eye-witness,  if  the  Gospel  of  St  Matthew 
had  been  known  to  him.    Lastly,  he  would   have 
avoided  in  that  case  every  appearance  of  contradiction, 
and  the  variations  which  we  find  between  the  two 
Gospels,  would  hardly  have  taken  place*    For  in- 
stance, if  he  had  ever  seen  the  Genealogy  of  Christ, 
which  is  given  in  the  first  chapter  of  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel,  he  would  not  have  given  another  Genealogy, 
which  appears  so  very  different  from  the  former,  with- 
out giving  some  intimation  of  the  manner,  in  which 
they  may  be  reconciled.    Atch.  v.  12.  St  Luke  de- 
scribing the  cure  of  the  leper,  says,  Eytvtro  c*  ry  «iv« 
avrov  t v  /uf  rov  woXtwv ;  the  name  of  the  city  therefore, 
in  which  the  miracle  was  performed,  was  unknown  to 
him,  or  he  would  not  have  expressed  himself  in  so  in- 
determinate a  manner.     But  this  could  not  have  been 
unknown  to  him,  if  he  had  read  St  Matthew  s  Gospel, 
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where  we  see  from  ch.  viii.  1—5.  that  the  name  of  the 
city  was  Capernaum.  At  ch.  vi.  17.  he  would  either 
have  avoided  the  apparent  contradiction  to  Matth.  v.  1. 
or  would  have  introduced  an  explanation,  to  shew  that 
the  accounts  were  consistent.  Again,  at  ch.  viii.  22. 
he  would  not  have  written  cytvsro  tv  pra  rwv  tytcpwv,  if 
he  had  read  what  St.  Mark  has  written  ch.  iv.  32., 
where  it  appears  that  the  fact  in  question  happened 
on  the  same  day,  as  that  which  he  had  before, related. 
At  ch.  xxii.  58.  describing  St.  Peter's  denial  of  Christ, 
he  says  of  the  person  who  addressed  St.  Peter  the  second 
time,  crcpoc  *£*>v  avrov,  whereas  it  appears  from  the  re* 
ktkxi  both  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark,  that  St. 
Peter  was  addressed  both  times  by  a  maid  servant. 
Now,  though  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  word  irtpoc 
may  be  taken  indefinitely  to  denote  either  a  man  or 
a  maid  servant,  betause  we  generally  use  the  masculine 
gender  when  the  sex  is  not  particularly  distinguished, 
yet  on  the  other  hand,  as  this  last  mode  of  speaking 
usually  takes  place  in  those  cases  only,  where  the  sex  is 
unknown  to  us,  it  follows  that  St.  Luke  was  uncertain 
whether  the  person,  who  addressed  St.  Peter  the  second 
time,  was  a  male  or  a  female,  and  consequently  that 
he  had  not  read  the  accounts  of  St.  Matthew  and  St. 
Mark. 

So  far  then  is  certain  that  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew, 
as  well  as  the  Gospel  of  St.  Mark,  was  unknown  to 
St.  Luke,  when  be  wrote  his  own.  Moreover  it  is 
certain  on  other  accounts  that  St  Mark's  Gospel  did 
not  exist  at  that  time:  tut  whether  St.  Luke's  want  of 
knowledge  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  warrant  the  eon* 
elusion  that  he  wrote  likewise  before  St.  Matthew  will 
depend  on  the  decision  of  the  question,  where  St. 
Lukes  Gospel  was  written.  If  it  was  written  either 
in  Asia  Minor,  or  in  Greece,  before  St  Luke  ac- 
companied St  Paul  to  Jerusalem,  it  is  very  possible 
that  a  Hebrew  Gospel  written  in  Palestine,  might  re* 
main  unknown  to  him;  and  therefore  in  that  case 
we   cannot  argue  from  his  want  of  knowledge  of  it 
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to  its  non-ex  isteoce.  But  if  it  was  written  after  the 
time  that  St.  Luke  had  been,  with  ( St..  Paul  in  Jeru- 
salem, whether  in  Palestine  or  in  Rome  we  must  con- 
elude  that  when  St.  Luke  embarked  with  St.  Paul  at 
Caesarea  to  go  to  Rome,  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  had 
not  been  composed.  For  if  it  had,  it  could  hardly 
have  escaped  the  notice  of  St.  Luke,  who  spent  some 
time  in  Jerusalem,  was  two  years  either  in  Cesarea 
or  its  neighbourhood,  and  made  every  where  the  most 
diligent  inquiries  relative  to  the  history  of  Christ* 
The  question  therefore,  whether  St.  Luke  wrote  before 
St.  Matthew  or  not,  depends  entirely  on  the  place  where 
he  wrote,  which  shall  be  the  subject  of  iuquiry  in  the 
next  section.  ' 


SECTION  VI. 

Of  the  Various  Opinions  relative  to  the  Place  where 

St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel. 

Not  less  than  nine  different  opinions  have  been  ad- 
vanced, either  in  ancient  or  in  modern  times,  respect* 
ing  the  place  where  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel.  They 
are  as  follows.  1.  That  he  wrote  bis  Gospel  at  An- 
tiocb.  £•  At  Troas.  3.  At  Alexandria  in  Egypt, 
before  he  joined  company  with  St.  Paul.  4.  In  Bithy- 
nia.  5.  In  Macedonia.  .  6.  In  Acbaia.  7.  In  Pales- 
tine. 8.  At  Alexandria  in  Egypt,  after  he  had  left 
St  Paul.  9*  At  Thebes  in  Egypt  i.  According  to 
the  four  first  opinions,  he  must  have  written  before  he 
began  to  travel  with  St.  Paulh :  according  to  the  five 

*  St.  Luke  inbia  account  of  Christ*!  Resurrection  baa  omitted  cir- 
cumstances noted  by  St.  Paul,  for  instance,  that  Christ  appeared  to 
five  hundred  brethren  at  once,  1  Cor.  xv.  6.  This  favours  the  sup- 
position that  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel  before  he  was  acquainted 
with  St.  Paul.  On  the  other  hand  he  sometimes  uses  peculiar  capiat* 
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last,  at  a  later  period.     Each  opinion  shall  be  examined 
in  order. 

1.  That  St  Lake  wrote  his  Gospel  at  Antioch,  has 
not  been  asserted,  as  far  as  I  recollect,  in  positive 
terms,  but  is  only  implied  in  the  notion  that  Theophi- 
lua,  to  whom  St  Luke  addressed  it,  was  bishop  of 
that  city.  Now  that  this  notion  is  erroneous  every 
one  at  present  will  allow1,  and  consequently  the  in- 
ference deduced  from  it  falls  of  itself  to  the  ground. 
If  Lucas,  and  Lucius  mentioned  xiii.  1,  were  the  same 
person,  it  would  follow  that  St  Luke's  Gospel  might 
have  been  written  at  Antioch  ;  but  as  the  identity  of 
Lucas  and  Lucius  is  incapable  of  proof,  we  have  no 
ground  even  for  a  conjecture  that  it  was  written  in  that 
city. 

8»  The  opinion  that  St  Luke  wrote  at  Troas,  in 
the  Trojan  district  of  Asia  Minor,  is  grounded  on  the 
superscription  <to  St.  Luke's  Gospel,  which  is  found  in 
the  Syriac  version,  and  the  subscription  to  several  Greek 
manuscripts k.  For  the  city  of  Troas  was  properly  cal  led 
Alexandria  Troas,  and  in  the  superscription  and  sub- 
scription just  mentioned,  St.  Luke's  Gospel  is  said  to 
have  been  written  at  Alexandria.  It  is  true  that  the 
epithet  there  annexed  to  Alexandria,  which  in  the 
Syriac  is  jA^J,  and  in  the  Greek  /tuyaA*,  is  unfavour- 
able to  the  interpretation  Alexandria  Troas,  because 
the  title  of  *  the  Great'  was  particularly  applied  to 
Alexandria  in  Egypt  If  therefore  this  epithet  is  not 
an  addition  of  later  ages,  but  stood  there  from  the 
very  beginning,  the  author  of  it  cannot  have  meant 
Alexandria  Troas,  and  (be  interpretation  in  question 

,  which  be  appears  to  have  learnt  from  St.  Paul :  for  instance, 
■•»,  ch.  xviit.  1.     See  Vol.  L  Ch.  iv.  Sect.  8.    But  neither  of 
these  arguments  is  decisive. 

1  The  mistake  probably  arose  from  a  confusion  of  St.  Luke's 
Theophilus  with  the  TheophUus  who  was  Bishop  of  Antioch  in  the 
mm  century. 

*  See  the  end  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel  in  Mill's  and  Wetrtein's 
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must  be  false.  But  it  is  really  not  improbable  that  the 
epithet  is  spurious1.  Alexandria  Troas  is  the  place 
where  St.  Paul  first  met  with  St  Luke ',  where  they 
joined  company,  and  whence  they  travelled  together 
into  Macedonia.  When  therefore  it  is  said  that  St. 
Luke  wrote  at  Alexandria,  one  might  suppose  that  the 
Alexandria,  where  according  to  his  own  account  he 
had  actually  been,  and  not  the  Egyptian  Alexandria 
was  meant  by  the  author  of  the  above  subscription. 
Further  the  year  assigned  in  the  same  subscription  to 
the  time  when  St.  Luke's  Gospel  was  written,  favours 
tiiis  interpretation :  for  it  is  there  said  to  have  been 
written  in  the  fifteenth  year  after  Christ's  ascension, 
and  it  was  either  at  the  end  of  the  same,  or  at  the 
beginning  of  the  following  year,  that  St  Paul  arrived 
at  Troas  *. 

3.  The  third  opinion  that  St  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel 
at  Alexandria  in  Egypt,  but  before  he  joined  company 
with  St  Paul,  is  grounded  likewise  on  the  subscription 
mentioned  in  the  preceding  article*  According  to  this 
opinion,  the  word  /ucyaXn,  is  taken  for  genuine,  and 
consequently  the  Egyptian  Alexandria  is  supposed  to 
have  been  meant  Further  as  according  to  the  same 
subscription,  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel  in  the  fifteenth 
year  after  the  ascension,  and  the  commencement  of  his 
travels  with  St  Paul  took  place  shortly  after  that  period, 
it  is  inferred  that,  his  visit  to  Alexandria  in  Egypt 
must  have  happened  before  the  joining  company  with 
St.  Paul  *.  But  as  we  have  no  historical  account  what- 
soever of  any  visit  made  by  St  Luke  in  Egypt,  the 
opinion  rests  on  a  very  unstable  foundation. 

1  Tbia  appears  from  St  Luke's  mode  of  narration.  For  at  Acta 
xvi.  8*  he  relates  the  arrival  of  St.  Paul  and  his  companions  at  Troas 
in  the  third  person ;  they  came  to  Troas.  But  the  departure  from> 
Troas,  ver.  10.  is  related  in  the  6rst  person :  toe  endeavoured  to  go 
into  Macedonia. 

m  Bar  Bahlul,  mentioned  in  the  4th  Section  of  this  Chapter,  who 
makes  Theophilus  the  first  Christian  in  Alexandria,  argued  probably 
in  this  manner  from  the  Syriac  subscription. 
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4.  That  St.  Luke  wrote  his -Gospel  in  Bithynia  has 
not  been  asserted  by  any  modern  writers ;  but  the  opi- 
nion is  mentioned  by  Jerom  in  the  Prologue  to  his 
Exposition  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  not  indeed  ac- 
cording to  the  reading  of  the  common  editions,  but 
according  to  the  reading  of  several  manuscripts.  The 
common,  printed  text  of  the  passage,  to  which  I  allude, 
is  :  Tertius  Lucas,  medicus,  natione  Syrus,  Antiochen- 
sis,  cujus  laus  in  evangelio,  qui  et  ipse  discipulus 
Apostoli  Pauli,  in  Achaia  Baotkeque  partibus  volumen 
condidit :  but  Martianay  in  a  marginal  note  observes, 
that  several  manuscripts  instead  of  Baotueque  read  Bi- 
tkynuegue*  Now  as  Bithynia  was  not  only  no  part 
of  the  Roman  province  of  Achaia,  but  lay  at  a  con- 
siderable distance  from  it,  Jerom  could  not  possibly 
have  related  that  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel  in  Achaia 
Mnd  Bithynia :  and  therefore,  if  Bithynise  is  the  ge- 
nuine reading,  que  must  be  a  mistake  in  the  manu- 
scripts for  w,  and  Jerom  must  have  written  in  AchaUz 
Bithtffdave  partibus.  According  to  this  representation 
he  will  have  reported  two  different  opinions  relative 
to  the  place  where  St  Luke  wrote,  without  deciding  in 
favour  of  either. of  them.  That  Bithyniave  was  the 
original,  reading,  that  Bitkyniaque  arose  from  it  through 
the  mistake  of  a  copyist,  and  that  Baotiaque  was  the 
result  of  a  critical  conjecture,  founded  partly  on  the 
obscurity  of  the  reading  Bithynueque,  and  partly  on  the 
legend  that  the  grave  of  S  t.  Lute  was  discovered  in 
Bsotia,  I  will  not  positively  assert  But  this  at  least 
is  certain  that  Bithynia,  a  country  not  very  far  distant 
from  Troas,  is  a  much  more  probable  place  for  the 
composition  of  St  Luke's  Gospel  than  Bseotia,  as  I 
shall  shew  in  the  examination  of  the  sixth  opinion. 
If  it  be  true 'that  St.  Luke  wrote  in  Bithynia,  before 
he  joined  company  with  St  Paul  at  Troas,  Theo* 
pbilus  was  probably  a  Bithynian,  in  which  case  all 
attempts  to  obtain  further  knowledge  of  him  will  be 
fruitless. 
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5.  The  fifth  opinion,  of  which  very  little  notice 
has  hitherto  been  taken,  but  which  appears  to  me  to 
deserve  particular  attention,  refers  the  composition  of 
St  Luke's  Gospel  to  a  city  in  Macedonia.  It  is 
founded  on  the  following  subscription  to  the  Arabic 
version  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel,  which  was  published  by 
Erpenius:  'He  (St  Luke)  wrote  it  in  Greek,  in 
a  Macedonian  city,  two  and  twenty  years  after  Christ's 
ascension,  and  in  the  fourteenth  year  of  the  Emperor 
Claudius.  Now  this  account  agrees  extremely  well 
with  St  Luke's  long  stay  at  Philippi*,  not  only  in 
respect  to  the  place,  as  Philippi  is  in  Macedonia,  but 
likewise  in  respect  to  the  time ;  for  it  was  in  the  latter 

Cirt  of  the  reign  of  the  Emperor  Claudius  that  St 
uke  resided  there.  This  appears  from  Acts  xviii.  2. 
where  we  find  that  St  Paul,  who  had  left  St.  Luke 
ybehind  him  at  Philippi,  met  on  his  arrival  at  Corinth 
with  Aquila  and  Priscilla,  who  bad  been  obliged  to 
leave  Rome  in  consequence  of  an  edict  of  the  Emperor 
Claudius,  that  all  the  Jews  should  depart  from  that 
city.  This  edict  was  given  toward  the  end  of  Clau- 
.  dius's  reign  :  consequently,  as  St  Luke  continued  some 
time  at  Philippi,  the  account  that  he  was  in  a  city 
of  Macedonia  in  the  fourteenth,  that  is,  in  the  last  year 
of  Claudius,  has  historical  evidence  in  its  favour.  It 
is  true,  that  we  neither  know  the  author  of  this  Arabic 
subscription,  nor  the  source  from  which  he  derived 
his  information :  but  as  it  has  strong  internal  marks 
of  probability,  or  at  least  none  of  improbability,  it  is 
entitled  to  a  high  rank  among  the  various  opinions  re- 
lative to  the  place  where  St  Luke's  Gospel  was  com* 
posed.  If  St.  Luke's  object  in  remaining  at  Philippi, 
while  St  Paul  travelled  into  other  countries,  was  to 
give  further  instructions  to  those  whom  the  Apostle 
had  converted  to  Christianity,  and  to  form  a  com- 
munity of  Christians  in  that  city,  he  could  not  have 
more  completely  effected  his  purpose,  than  by  deliver- 
ing them  a  written  narrative  of  the  birth,  the  miracles, 


•  See  the  latter  part  of  the  third  Section  of  this  Chapter. 
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and  the  resurrection  of  Christ  The  Greek  name  Theo-» 
pbilus  agrees  likewise  with  the  opinion  that  be  wrote 
in  a  Grecian  city.  The  only  objections  which  can 
be  made  to  it,  are :  first,  that  St.  Paul,  in  his  second 
Epistle  to  the  Corinthians  °,  represents  the  Macedonian 
Christians  as  being  extremely  poor,  whereas  Theophi- 
lus,  as  appears  from  the  title  which  St  Luke  has  given 
him,  was  a  man  of  rank :  and  secondly,  that  St  Paul 
in  his  Epistle  to  the  Philippians  has  greeted  no  person 
of  the  name  of  Theophiltis,  nor  in  his  second  Epistle* 
to  the  Corinthians,  which  he  wrote  in  Macedonia,  has 
mentioned  Tbeophilus  as  greeting  the  Corinthians,  But 
neither  of  these  objections  are  of  any  weight.  For  we 
are  not  certain  that  Tbeophilus  was  a  Christian4:  and 
if  he  were,  there  is  no  necessity  for  supposing,  either 
that  he  lived  in  the  city  of  Philippi,  or  that  he  was 
acquainted  with  the  members  of  the  Corinthian  com- 
munity *. 

In  the  preceding  paragraph  I  have  interpreted  the 
words  of  the  Arabic  subscription,  c  a  Macedonian  city/, 
as  denoting  '  a  city  of  Macedonia,'  as  it  appears  to 
me,  that  they  admit  of  no  other  interpretation.  But 
James  Hase,  in  a  dissertation  inserted  in  the  Bibliotheca 
Bretnensis  ?,  has  endeavoured  to  shew  that  the  author  of 
this  Arabic  subscription  understood  by  '  Macedonian 
city/  the  city  of  Alexandria  ia  Egypt  In  support  of 
thb  position  he  has  quoted  several  passages,  but  all  of * 
them  from  poetical  works,  in  which  the  epithets,  Pel- 
laeos,  Emathius,  Macedonians,  are  applied  to  Egypt  in 
general,  or  to  the  capital  of  that  country,  Alexandria, 
in  particular.  Now  no  one  will  deny  that  these  epithets 
were  often  applied,  especially  by  the  poets,  to  the 
Egyptian  Alexandria,   in  consequence  of  its  having 

•  Cb.  nil.  2,5. 

»  Clan.  IV.  Fascic.  4.  Dissert.  9.  The  title  of  the  dissertation  is, 
Jacobi  Hsessei  Observatio  geographico-critica  qua  Macedooicam 
caritatem,  et  Alexandrian  Magnam,  in^uarum  altera  Arabs,  altera 
Syras  Graeciqae  interpretes  D,  Lucaro  Evsngelium  consignasse  pro- 
dunt,  eandem  ctvhatem,  et  quidem  iEgyptiacam  Alexandrian,  esse 
"tor. 


254  OF  ST   LUKE'S  GOSPEL.  CHAP.  VI, 

been  founded  and  governed  by  Macedonian  princes. 
But  we  must  not  interpret  the  plain  language  of  a  prose- 
writer,  as  we  would  interpret  the  figurative  language  of 
a  poet  The  impropriety  of  such  an  interpretation  will 
appear  more  conspicuously,  if  we  take  an  instance  from 
the  present  period.  A  poet  might  call  Lisbon,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  numerous  English  families,  which  are  set* 
tied  in  that  city,  the  English  Lisbon:  yet  no  bibliographer 
would  say  of  a  book,  which  was  printed  in  Lisbon,  that 
it  was  printed  in  an  English  city.  In  like  manner,  the 
author  of  the  Arabic  subscription,  if  he  bad  meant  to 
say  that  St  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel  at  Alexandria,  would 
not  have  said  that  he  wrote  it  in  a  Macedonian  city. 
That  the  author  of  the  Syriac  subscription  referred  the 
composition  of  St  Luke's  Gospel  to  Alexandria,  is  no 
proof  that  the  author  of  the  Arabic  subscription  intended 
to  do  the  same ;  especially  as  we  know  from  the  Acts 
that  St  Luke  staid  some  time  in  the  country  of  Mace- 
donia properly  so  called,  but  we  no  where  read  in  the 
Acts  of  a  journey  into  Egypt 

Before  I  proceed  to  examine  the  four  other  opinions, 
it  will  be  necessary  to  make  a  few  general  observations 
on  the  five  which  have  been  already  examined.  If  it 
were  certain  that  St  Paul  in  hb  second  Epistle  to  the 
Corinthians,  cb.  viii.  1 8.  where  he  speaks  of  the  bro* 
tber,  whose  praise  is  in  the  Gospel,  meant  St  Luke 
and  the  Gospel  written  by  that  Evangelist,  one  of  the 
five  preceding  opinions  must  be  the  true  one :  for  the 
four  last,  which  I  have  hereafter  to  examine,  refer  the 
composition  of  St  Luke's  Gospel  to  a  later  period  than 
the  time  of  St.  Paul's  writing  his  second  Epistle  to  the 
Corinthians  \  lbave  already  observed  in  the  preceding 

i  This  is  obvious  of  the  three  last  of  the  nine  opinions :  and  it  is 
equally  true  of  the  sixth,  which  makes  Achaia  the  country  in  which 
St,  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel.  For  I  have  shewn  that  St.  Luke  staid 
behind  at  Philippi,  and  did  not  accompany  St.  Paul  to  Corinth, 
But  the  second  epistle  to  the  Corinthians  was  written  on  St.  Paul's 
return  to  Macedonia.  If  therefore  St.  Luke  ever  was  in  Achats,  he 
must  have  been  there  at  a  later  period. 


SECT*  VI.  OP  IT.  LtfK£98  GOSPEL.  355 

section,  that  the  word  tvayytXiov,  as  used  by  the  Apostles, 
and  Evangelists,  does  not  denote  a  written  narrative  of 
the  life  of  Christ,  and  therefore  that  St  Paul  can  hardly 
be  supposed  in  the  passage  in  question  to  allude  to  the 
Gospel  of  St.  Luke.  It  is  moreover  probable  that  by 
the  expression,  '  the  brother  whose  praise  is  in  the 
Gospel/  he  meant  a  totally  different  person  from  St 
Luke.  For  this  '  brother/  as  appears  from  the  quoted 
passage,  was  sent  by  St  Paul  to  Corinth :  yet  though 
St  Paul  himself  went  to  Corinth  *  soon  after  he  had 
written  this  Epistle,  St.  Luke  was  not  with  him,  when 
he  again  departed  from  that  city,  for,  according  to 
Acts  xx.  3-6.  St  Luke  went  from  Philippi  (where 
he  had  staid  several  years)  to  join  company  with 
St  Paul  at  Troas 7.  Besides,  as  this  '  brother'  was 
sent  with  Titus,  in  order  to  remove  all  suspicions  of 
Paul's  making  an  improper  use  of  the  contributions 
of  the  Corinthians r,  St.  Luke,  who  was  his  intimate 
friend  and  companion,  was  by  no  means  qualified  to 
answer  that  purpose.  And  if  we  may  judge  from  what 
St  Paul  says*  2  Cor.  viii.  23,  24.  both  of  the  brethren, 
who  are  there  opposed  to  Titus,  whom  St.  Paul  calls 
his  partner  and  fellow-helper,  were  deputies  from  the 
churches  in  Macedonia  \ 

But  many  of  the  ancient  Fathers  have  given  a  dif- 
ferent interpretation  of  this  passage,  and  understood  St 
Lake  as  the  person  meant  by  St.  Paul :  and  the  word 
Gospel  several  of  them  have  explained  as  denoting  the 
written  Gospel  of  St  Luke.  What  Origen,  Chrysostom, 
Jerom  and  Theophylact  have  said  on  this  subject  I  will 


r  See  2  Cor.  riii.  20. 

*  Who  they  were  it  is  impossible  to  determine :  but  as  Sopater, 
Aristarchus,  and  Secundus  were  Macedonians  (see  Acts  xx.  4.,)  fr- 
it not  impossible  that  two  out  of  these  three  persons  were  the 
brethren  of  whom  St.  Paul  speaks,  2  Cor.  viii.  18 — 23. 
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dufcjoin  in  a  note ',  that  the  reader  may  be  able  to  form 
a  judgement,  without  the  trouble  of  turning  to  the 
authors  themselves.  Now  whether  their  explanations 
be  right,  or  whether  they  be  wrong,  it  necessarily  fol- 
lows that  they  who  gave  them  could  never  have  beard, 
or  at  least  they  could  not  have  believed,  that  St.  Luke 
wrote  his  Gospel,  either  in  Palestine,  or  in  Rome,  or  in 
Alexandria  after  he  had  left  Rome.  For  in  that  case 
they  could  not  even  have  conjectured  that  St.  Paul  al- 
luded to  St.  Luke's  Gospel  in  his  second  Epistle  to  the 
Corinthians,  which  was  undoubtedly  written  before  St. 
Luke  accompanied  St.  Paul  into  Palestine.  But  their 
explanations  do  not  necessarily  imply  that  they  had 
never  ijeard  of  St.  Luke's  having  written  in  Achaia. 
For,  though  it  is  certain  from  St.  Luke's  mode  of 
writing  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  that  he  staid 
behind  at  Philippi,  that  he  did  not  go  with  St.  Paul 
into  Achaia,  and  consequently,  if  be  ever  was  in  that 
district,  that  be  must  have  been  there  after  St.  Paul  had 
written  his  second  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians :  yet  as 
the  Fathers,  through  want  of  attention  to  St.  Luke's 


t  Origen,  in  his  first  homily  to  St.  Luke's  Gospel  (Tom.  III.  p. 
983,  ed.  Benedict)  speaking  of  Luke  i.  S.  says,  according  to  the 
words  of  the  Latin  translation  now  extant,  *  Inculcat  ac  replicat, 
quoniam  ea  quae  scripturus  est,  non  rumore  cognorit,  sed  ab  initio 
ipse  fuerit  consecutus.    Unde  et  ab  Apostolo  merito  collaudatur 
aicente,  cujus  laus  in  Ewngelio  est  per  omnes  ecclesias/  Chrysos- 
torn  expresses  himself  still  more  decidedly :  for  at  the  beginning  of 
his  Commentary  to  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  (Tom.  IX.  p.  S.  ed. 
Montfaucon  )  he  says  of  St.  Paul,  '  In  his  Epistle  to  the  Corinthian* 
he  writes  of  him,  whose  praise  is  in  the  Gospel  throughout  all  the 
churches.    And  when  be  mentions,  that  Christ  appeared  to  Cephas, 
and  then  to  the  twelve,  and  adds,  according  to  the  Gospel9  which  ue 
have  received,  he  means  the  Gospel  of  St.  Luke.'    Chrysostom  deli- 
▼ers  again  the  same  opinion,  p.  4, 5.    But  Theophylact  appears  to 
have  been  in  doubt,  whether  St.  Paul  really  alluded  to  St.  Luke's 
Gospel  at  2  Cor.  viii.  1 8. ;  for  in  his  Note  to  this  passage  he  says  only, 
♦  Some  apply  these  words  to  St.  Luke,  because  he  wrote  a  Gospel  s 
others  apply  them  to  Barnabas,  for  the  Apostles  used  the  term 
Gospel  to  denote  even  a  verbal  preaching.9    What  Jerom  says  on 
this  subject  has  been  quoted  in  the  preceding  section. 
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mode  of  writing,  might  suppose  that  he  attended  St* 
Paul  from  Philippi  to  Corinth,  a  report,  that  St.  Luke 
wrote  his  Gospel  in  Achaia,  would  appear  to  them  per- 
fectly consistent  with  the  opinion  that  St.  Paul  alluded 
to  it  in  his  second  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians.  Whether 
it  be  true  that  he  wrote  in  Achaia  or  not,  will  be  exa- 
mined in  the  article  which  now  follows. 

6.  When  it  is  said  that  St.  Luke's  Gospel  was 
written  in  Achaia,  this  word  must  not  be  taken  in 
the  confined  sense,  in  which  it  was  used  by  the  ancient 
Greeks,  but  in  the  more  extensive  sense  in  which  it  was 
used  by  the  Romans,  who  gave  the  name  of  Achaia  to 
the  whole  sbuthern  part  of  Greece,  in  opposition  to 
Macedonia,  which  was  the  northern  province.  Boeotia 
therefore  was  a  part  of  the  Roman  province  of  Achaia, 
and  consequently  when  it  is  said  that  St  Luke  wrote 
in  Boeotia  in  particular,  it  does  not  contradict  the  ge- 
neral assertion  that  he  wrote  in  Achaia  \  Of  the  various 
countries  which  have  been  assigned  for  the  composition 
of  this  Gospel,  Lardner*  thinks  Achaia  the  most  pro- 
bable. Beside  the  authority  of  Jerom,  he  quotes  a 
verse,  from  the  metrical  catalogue  of  canonical  books 
by  Gregory  of  Nazianzuro,  where  St  Luke  is  said  to 
have  written  for  Achaia  \  Further,  he  appeals  to  the 
story,  that  the  bones  of  St.  Luke  were  brought  to 
Constantinople  in  the  time  of  the  emperor  Constantius 
from  Thebes  in  Boeotia,  where,  according  to  Nicepho- 
rus,  St  Paul  converted  him  to  Christianity. 

But  that  St.  Luke  wrote  in  Achaia  appears  to  me 
much  less  probable  than  it  did  to  Lardner.  For  in  the 
first  place,  though  it  were  true  that  St.  Luke  was  buried 
in  Achaia j  yet  this  circumstance  could  not  afford  the 
smallest  presumption  that  he  wrote  his  Gospel  there. 

"The.  passage  in  which.  Jerom  says  of  St.  Luke,  in  Achate 
Bwctutque  partibus  volume*  condidit,  has  been  already  quoted 
in  tliis  section. 

w  Supplement,  P*  II.  Vol.  i.  p.  268.  and  following  pages. 
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IfcSt  Luke  died  in  Acbaia,  he  must  have  gone  thither 
from  Rome  after  the  second  year  of  St.  Paul's  impri- 
sonment was  expired :  and  indeed  later,  for  we  find  him 
with  St.  Paul,  in  Rome,  not  only  when  the  Apostle 
wrote  his  Epistle  to  the  Colossians y,  and  his  Epistle 
to  Philemon  %  but  likewise  when  he  wrote  his  second 
Epistle  to  Timothy a.     Hence  it  appears  that  the  in- 
ference that  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel  in  Acbaia*  is  not 
only  unwarranted  by  the  circumstance,  that  be  died 
there,  but  is  also  improbable  in  itself.    Further,  the 
story  of  St  Luke's  grave  at  Thebes  in  Boeotia  gave  rise 
to  other  inferences,  which  are  undoubtedly  false :  for 
instance,  that  he  was  first  converted  to  Christianity  in 
that  city,  which  can  no  more  be  true  of  Thebes  in 
Boeotia,  than  of  Thebes  in  Egypt,  for  he  was  become 
a  fellow-traveller  and  fellow-labourer  of  St.  Paul  before 
he  went  into  Greece b.    The  former  inference  there- 
fore, which  is  drawn  from  the  same  premises,  is  exposed 
at  least  to  the  suspicion  of  being  equally  false*     Lastly, 
•this  very  inference,  instead  of  being  supported  by  the 
opinion-of  the  Fathers,  who  supposed  that .  St,  Paid 
alluded  to  St,  Luke's  Gospel  in  his  second  Epistle  to 
the  Corinthians*  is  directly  contradicted  by  it     For  if 
they  believed  that  St.  Luke  wrote  bis  Gospel  in  Achaia, 
they  must  have  understood  it  of  the  time,  when   he 
visited  Greece  in  company  with  St  Paul,  and  before 
St.  Paul's  imprisonment  either  in  Cesarea  or  Rorne,  as 
I  have  shewn  in  the  preceding  article.    It  i$  likewise 
•contradicted  by  the  Greek  subscriptions  to  St  Lukes 
Gospel,  which  refer  the  composition  of  it  either  to  the 
fifteenth  or  twenty-second  year  after  the  ascension  :  for 
if  St  Luke  went  into  Achaia  after  St  PfuiTg  imprison- 
ment in  Rome,  he  must  have  gone  thither  ^bove  thirty 
years  after  the  ascension.     But  that  St  Luke  wrote  his 
QospeLat  so  l*t$  a  period,  is  improbable,  and  supported 
*by  w>  authority. 

f CoIm.  iv*  14.  *Philera.S4. 

•  2  Tim.  iv.  11.  k  See  AoU  *vi.  10. 
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7.  The  seventh  opinion  respecting  the  place,  where 
St  Luke  wrote  bis  Gospel  is  that  of  Theodore  Hase  \ 
who  contends  that  he  wrote  it  by  Palestine,  while  St. 
Paul  was  prisoner  in  Ccesurea.  It  is  true  that  this  opi- 
nion has  no  historical  evidence  in  its  favour :  but  no 
objection  can  be  made  to  it  on  this  ground,  for  the  ac- 
counts in  general,  which  ancient  writers  have  delivered 
on  this  subject,  are  so  very  contradictory  and  incon- 
sistent, that  not  one  of  them  is  entitled  to  the  name  of 
historical  evidence*  They  are  merely  the  result  of  pri- 
vate opinion,  and  therefore  have  no  more  authority, 
merely  as  such,  than  the  opinion  of  a  modern  writer. 
The  only  question  to  be  asked,  is,  which  of  the  several 
hypotheses,  whether  advanced  in  early  or  in  later  ages, 
has  the  greater  share  of  internal  probability.  Now  in 
order  to  determine,  whether  the  hypothesis,  that  St 
Luke  wrote  his  Gospel  in  Palestine,  while  St  Paul  was 
prisoner  in  Csesarea,  is  probable  or  not,  we  must  ask  this 
previous  question,  had  St  Matthew  written  his  Gospel 
at  that  time,  or  bad  he  not  ? 

If  St.  Matthew  had  already  written  his  Gospel,  when 
St.  Luke  came  with  St.  Paul  into  Palestine,  one  might 
suppose  tbat  it  would  not  have  escaped  the  notice  of  a 
writer,  who  took  all  possible  pains  to  collect  accounts 
of  the  history  of  Christ*    Yet  we  must  conclude  both 
from  St  Luke's  preface,  and  the  variations  between  his 
Gospel  and  tbat  of  St  Matthew,  that  he  had  no  know- 
ledge of  it    This  objection  however  is  not  of  so  much 
weight  as  it  appears  to  be.     For  we  are  not  certain  that 
St   Luke  understood  Hebrew  *,  or  if  he  did,  tbat  St 
Matthew's  Gospel  was  known  at  Ctesarea,  a  city  kiba* 
btted  chiefly  by  Greeks  and  Romans.     If  be  did  not 
understand  Hebrew,  he  might  have  beard  of  St.  Mat* 
tbew's  Gospel,  and  yet  not  have  been  able  to  use  it,  as 
it  is  very  possible  that  no  Greek  translation  of  it  then 
existed.     I  can  produce  a  case  in  point  in  regard  to 


•  Biblioth.  Bremen*.  Claw.  IV.  p.  616. 
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myself :  for  about  forty  y fears  ago  I  read  lectures  on  the 
Russian  history,  yet  for  want  of  knowledge  of  the  Russian 
language,  I  took  not  the  least  notice  of  Nestor,  though 
•he  is  the  principal  historian  of  the  Russians. 
<    On  the  other  hand  if  St.  Matthew  had  not  written 
-his  Gospel,  when  St.  Paul  was  prisoner  at  Csesarea,  St. 
iLuke,  if  he  wrote  at  that  time,   wrote  before  St.  Mat* 
thew.     But  if  he  wrote  before  St.  Matthew,  and  riot 
only  wrote  in  Palestine,  but  dedicated  his  Gospel  to  a 
•person;  who  in  the  opinion  of  Theodore  Hase,  had 
been  High  Priest  at  Jerusalem,  it  may  be  objected 
that  such  a  Gospel  could  not  have  been  overlooked 
!by  St.  Matthew.     Dr.  Storr  indeed  asserts  that  St. 
Matthew  not  only  •  read,   but  even   copied   from   St. 
Luke's  Gospel 9.     But  this  appears  to  me  incredible, 
for  an  author,  who  was  eye-witness  to  the  facts,  which 
he  related,  would  hardly  borrow  his  materials  from  a 
writer,  who  was  not  an  eye-witness  :  nor  do  I  believe 
that  he  had  even  read  St.  Luke's  Gospel,  for  if  be  had, 
he  would  have  avoided  many  apparent  contradictions, 
which  he  might  easily  have  removed  by  a  short  explana- 
tion, and  sometimes  by  the  addition  of'  a  single  word. 
Since  therefore  St.  Luke's  Gospel  was  certainly  unknown 
to  St.  Matthew,  the  question  to  be  asked  is,  whether 
this  circumstance  is  consistent  with  the  supposition  thai 
St  Luke  wrote  in  Palestine  before  St.  Matthew  ?    Now 
I' think  it  is  not  absolutely  inconsistent :  for  if  St  Luke 
wrote  bis  Gospel  at  Cssarea,  and  seat  it  to  a  Jewish 
High  Priest,  it  is  at  least  possible  that  some  years  elapsed 
before  copies  of  it  were  spread  abroad  among  the  Chris- 
tians in  Palestine.     Besides,  as  the  supposition   that 
St  Matthew  wrote  so  late,  is  improbable,  the  objec- 
tions which  are  grounded  on  it,  rest  on  a  very  unstable 
foundation.    The  opinion  that  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel 
in  Palestine,   while  St.  Paul  was  prisoner  in  Caesarea, 
itoplies  neither  that  he  wrote  before,  nor  that  he  wrote 
after  St.  Matthew.     On  this  last  head,  we  may  adopt 
whatever  supposition  appears  to  be  the  most  consistent 
with  it — Whether  the  opinion  be  true  or  not,  I  will 
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not  undertake  to, determine,;  but  will  leave  it  to  the  de* 
cisiun  of  the  reader 10.  -   .«  > 

S.  The  eighth  opinion  on  this  subject  is,  that  St. 
Luke  wrote  his  Gospel  at  Alexandria  in  Egypt,  after 
he  bad  been  with  St*  Paul  in  Rome.  .  In  support  of  this 
opinion  .appeal  has  been  made  to  the  subscription  .to 
St  Luke's  Gospel,  in  .several  Greek  manuscripts, .  in 
which,  as  well  as  in  the  Syriac  version,  St  Luke  is  said 
to  have  written  at  Alexandria  the  Great,  by  which  is 
jneant '  Alexandria  in  Egypt.     But  the  same  Greek . 
subscription  contradicts  the  latter  part  of  this  opinion, 
for  it  assigns  the  fifteenth  year  after  the  ascension  for 
the  time  of  its  composition,  which  was  long  before  Sti 
Pauls  Journey  to  Rome.      However  Grabe  and  Mill 
have  argued  very  strenuously  in  support  of  this  opinion, 
and  their  arguments  are  so  plausible,  that  they  induced 
me  to  subscribe  to  it  in  the  first  edition  of  this  Intro? 
duction.     But  since  I  have  read  Lardner's  objections d, 
I  have  so  far  altered  my  sentiments,  (hat,  though  I  will 
not  affirm  it  is  absolutely  false,  I  think  it  at  least 
very  uncertain.     Simeon  Metaphrastes,  to  whom  Grabe, 
appeals,  lived  so. late  as  the  tenth  century;   and  is 
therefore  on  that. account,  as.  well  as  several  others 
of  no  authority  in  determining  a  fact,  which  happened 
in  the  first  century. .   Besides,  as  Lardner  has  rightly 
observed,    he  does ,  not  say  that  St.  Luke  wrote  his 
Gospel  .at  Alexandria,  but  only  that  he  preached  there. 
Nor  has  Oecumenius,  to  whom  Mill  appealed,  but  with- 
out quoting  any.  particular  passage,  asserted  that  St. 
Luke  wrote  at  Alexandria:  for  Lardner,  who  was  per-. 
fectly  well  acquainted  with  the  writings  of  the  Fathers, 
declares  that  be  could  find*  no  such  assertion  in  Oecu- 
menius.      Further,  the  advocates  for  this  opinion  have 
appealed  to  the  work,  which  goes  by  the  name  of  the 
Apostolic  Constitutions,  of  which  the  author  is  un- 
known, and  to  which  we  have  no  reason  to  give  much 
credit.     Beside  the  objections,  which  Lardner  has  made 

*  Supplement,  P.  II.  Vol.  i.  p.  270,  271. 


£62  OF  ST.  LCKl's  GOSPEL.  CHAP.  VI. 

to  this  work  in  general,  a  particular  objection  may  b* 
made  to  that  very  chapter  °,  in  which  St  Luke's  sup- 
posed residence  in  Alexandria  is  mentioned.  It  is  there 
said :  •  The  first  bishop  of  Alexandria,  Anianns,  web 
ordained  by  the  Evangelist  St.  Mark,  and  bis  successor 
Aviliu*  by  the  Evangelist  St.  Luke.9  Now  if  this  were 
true*  St  Luke  must  have  been  at  Alexandria  after  St. 
Mark  had  been  there*  in  which  case  St.  Mark's  Gospel 
would  hardly  have  remained  unknown  to  him.  Fur* 
ther,  as  St.  Mark  wrote  his  Gospel  id  Rome  while  St. 
Peter  was  there,  and  St  Peter  certainly  did  not  go  to 
Rome  till  some  time  after  St  Paul,  St.  Mark's  journey 
into  Egypt  must  have  taken  place  at  so  late  a  period, 
that  St.  Luke  could  hardly  have  written  his  Gospel  at 
a  still  later  time.  Besides,  he  was  with  St.  Paul  at 
Rome  in  the  year  66  or  67,  when  the  second  Epistle 
to  Timothy  was  written,  as  appears  from  2  Tim.  iv.  It, 
<  9-  The  ninth  and  last  opinion  is,  that  St.  Luke 
wrote  his  Gospel  at  Thebes  in  Egypt.  This  opinion 
is  grounded  partly  on  the  supposed  journey  of  St  Luke 
into  Egypt  mentioned  in  the  preceding  article,  and 
partly  on  the  report  mentioned  in  the  fifth  article  that 
he  wrote  at  Thebes  in  Bceotia,  which,  it  is  said,  was 
confounded  with  Thebes  in  Egypt.  But,  since  not 
pnly  the  inference  is  unwarranted,  but  the  premises 
from  which  it  is  drawn,  are  themselves  uncertain,  this 
opinion  falls  of  itself  to  the  ground.  But  if  any  one 
should  think  it  necessary  to  have  a  particular  confuta- 
tion of  it,  he  may  have  recourse  to  Lardner's  Supple^ 
went '. 

f  Ch.  xlri.  *  Vol.  L  p.  271—273* 
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SECTION  VII. 

Result  of  the  Inquiries  instituted  in  the  preceding 

Section. 

It  appears  from  what  has  been  said  in  the  preceding 
section,  that  of  the  Dine  opinions  respecting  the  plac* 
where  St,  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel,  there  are  only  two 
of  which  it  can  be  said,  that  they  have  historical  ac- 
counts in  their  favour ;  namely,  that  which  refers  the 
composition  of  it  to  Troas  in  the  fifteenth  year  after 
the  ascension,  and  that  which  refers  its  composition  to 
Macedonia  in  the  twenty-second  year  after  the  ascension. 
But  then  these  historical  accounts  are  of  such  a  nature 
that  they  hardly  deserve  the  name  of  evidence :  for  they 
are  contained  in  the  subscriptions  to  St.  Luke's  Gospel, 
the  authors  of  which  are  unknown,  and  who  probably 
gave  nothing  more  than  their  own  conjectures.    TM 
most  ancient  Fathers  appear  not  to  have  known  either 
the  time,  or  the  place  where  St*  Luke  wrote :  and 
therefore  what  later  writers  have  asserted  is  hardly  en- 
titled to  more  credit,  than  what  is  asserted  by  an  author 
of  the  eighteenth  century.     £uaebius,  whose  object  was 
to  collect  whatever  information  could  be  procured  re* 
apectiog  the  four  Evangelists,  has  not  said  a  syllable 
either  on  the  time  or  the  place  where  St.  Luke  wrote : 
nor  of  the  person  and  character  of  Theophilus.     We 
most  conclude  therefore  that  Eusebins  was  notable  to 
procure  any  intelligence  on  this  subject,  at  least  nou* 
on  which  he  could  depend.     Origen  is  equally  silent 
on  the  time  and  place  where  St.  Luke's  Gospel  was 
written :  aod  when  be  speaks  of  Theophilus,  instead  of 
communicating  information  of  his  person  and  character, 
he  gives  an  explanation  founded  on  the  composition  of 
the  G  reek  word  Omf  iXoc,  which  shews  that  he  bad  no. 
reel  information  to  communicate. 

Under  these  circumstances  we  must  be  directed  in 
our  choice  of  the  most  eligible  opinion,  not  by  external, 

t 
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but  by  internal  evidence.  Now  in  favour  of  Troas  is 
the  circumstance  that  this  was  the  place,  where  St  Paul 
first  met  with  St.  Luke,  and  took  him  into  his  company : 
in  favour  of  Macedonia,  that  he  resided  there  for  some 
time,  while  St.  Paul  was  travelling  in  other  countries : 
and  in  favour  both  of  Troas  and  Macedonia  is  the  cir- 
cumstance, that  either  supposition  will  account  for  St. 
Luke's  want  of  knowledge  of  St  Matthew's  Gospel. 
On  the  other  band  there  are  two  circumstances  against 
both  of  these  opinions.  For  if  he  wrote  either  at 
Troas,  or  in  a  city  of  Macedonia,  it  is  difficult  to  com- 
prehend how  the  many  apocryphal  Gospels,  to  which 
he  alludes  in  his  preface,  could  have  been  propagated 
in  Greece  at  so  early  a  period  :  and  secondly,  he  had  no 
opportunity  either  in  Troas  or  in  Macedonia  of  tracing 
up  the  history  of  Christ  to  its  source,  and  of  consulting 
those  who  had  been  eye-witnesses  to  the  several  facts, 
which  he  has  recorded.  The  latter  objection  may  in- 
deed be  removed  by  the  supposition  that  be  bad  been 
at  Jerusalem,  before  he  went  thither  with  St.  Paul : 
but  for  this  supposition  we  have  no  foundation  what- 
soever. 

In  favour  of  the  opinion  that  he  wrote  his  Gospel  in 
Egypt,  is  the  circumstance  that  St.  Luke  alluded  to 
apocryphal  Gospels,  and  that  of  all  the  apocryphal 
Gospels  now  extant,  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Egyp- 
tians, is  supposed  to  be  the  most  ancient  This  argu- 
ment however  will  be  of  no  weight,  if  it  be  true  that 
the  Gospel  according  to  the  Egyptians  was  not  written 
before  the  second  century  *.  Another  circumstance  in 
favour  of  this  opinion  is,  that  there  are  several  passages 
in  St.  Luke's  Gospel,  which,  as  1  shall  shew  in  the 
next  section,  are  particularly  applicable  to  the  Essenes, 
who  were  very  numerous  in  Egypt.  But  against  this 
opinion  may  be  alleged  the  following  arguments. 
First,  St.  Luke  has  totally  omitted  the  flight  of  Joseph 
and  Mary  with  Jesus  into  Egypt,  and  omitted  it  in 

'  Credibility  of  the  Gospel  History,  P.  II.  Vol.  II.  p.  527-530, 
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sucb  a  manner  as  to  produce  a  very  strong  apparent1 
contradiction  between  what  he   has   related/  ch.    ii. 
it— 39.  and  the  relation  of  St.  Matthew,"  ch.  ii.  13 — ; 
S3.     Now  as  this  part  of  the  history  of  Christ  would' 
bave  particularly  interested  the  Egyptians,  St.  Luke 
would  hardly  have  passed  it  over  in  silence/  if  he  had* 
written  his  Gospel  in  Egypt.'    Besides,  the  apparent 
contradiction  between  the  accounts  of  St.1  Matthew  and 
St  Luke  would  be  considerably  augmented,  if  it  were 
true  that  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel  in  Egypt:  for  his' 
total  silence  of  the  flight  of  Joseph  into  that  country* 
might  then  be  construed  into  a  positive  contradiction' 
to  St  Matthew's  account    Secondly,  if  St.  Luke  had 
spent  some  time  in  Egypt,  be  would  prbbably  have 
communicated  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  sotne  infor- 
mation  relative  to  the  propagation  of  Christianity  in. 
that  country  \     But  St   Luke,  though  he  has  very 
circumstantially  described  the  propagation  of  the  Chris- 
tian  religion  in  Syria,  Cyprus,  Asia  minor,  and  Greece, 
has  no  where  related  its  introduction  into  Egypt :  nor 
has  he  mentioned  any  circumstance  that  could  interest 
the  Egyptians  in  particular,  if  we  except  the  account 
which  he  has  given  Acts  viii.  27.  of  the  conversion  of 
the  eunuch  who  came  from   the  court  of  Candace1. 
Thirdly,  the  time  assigned  in  the  Greek  subscriptions. 
to  the  composition  of  St  Luke's  Gospel  in  Egypt,  is 
the  fifteenth  year  after  the  ascension*     But  it  appears 
from  Acts  xviii.  24 — 26.  that  A  polios,  when  he  came 
from  Alexandria,  which  according  to  St  Luke's  nar- 
rative wascertainly  later  than  the  fifteenth  year  after 
the  ascension,  had  been  instructed  only  in  the  baptism 
of  John.     Now  as  A  polios-  is  said,  ver.  24,  to  have 
been  conversant  in  the  Scriptures,  St  Luke's  Gospel, 

fc  The  Christian  religion  soon  spread  itself  into  Egypt,  though 
at  first  it  was  taught  there  in  a  very  imperfect  manner.  See  Acts 
XTiii.2*— 26. 

1  Queen  of  Meroe  in  Nubia.  See  the  Spicilegium  geographic 
Hebneomra  extent,  Tom.  I.  p.  176—188. 
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if  it  had  been  already  written  in  .the  country,  from 
which  he  came>  would  hardly  hare  escaped  his  notice : 
but  in  that  case  his  knowledge  would  not  have  teen 
confined  to  the  baptism  of  John.  If  therefore  St.  Luke 
wrote  ia  Egypt  he  must  have  written  at  a  later  period : 
either  during  the  three  years  that  St  Paul  remained  in 
£phesus k,  or  after  he  bad  left  St  Paul  ia  Rome. 

Lastly,  the  opinion  that  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel  in 
Palestine,  while  St.  Paul  was  prisoner  at  Cassarea*  though 
not  confirmed  by  historical  eridence,  ib  supported  at 
least  by  its  own  internal  probability.  It  is  moreover  an 
opinion  to  which,  as  far  as  I  know,  no  material  Objec- 
tions can  be  made :  and  therefore,  though  it  i&ohly  con- 
jecture, it  is  perhaps  more  eligible,  than  any  one  of  the 
traditionary  reports* 

If  St  Luke  had  given  us  a  short  account  of  hie  owa 
history,  we  might  have  been  enabled  to  form  a  decisive 
judgment  on  this  subject  But  since  his  peculiar  mo- 
desty has  prevented  bim  from  sayiog  any  thing  of  him- 
self, it  is  impossible  to  determine  either  where,  or  when, 
he  wrote  bis  Gospel.  I  once  thought  that  the  decision 
was  easy :  but  the  more  I  have  inquired,  the  more  I 
have  learnt  to  doubt 


*  During  these  three  year*  St.  Luke  wm  absent  from  St  Faal» 
as  well  as  during  his  residence  at  Corinth,  having  as  I  hare  already 
observed  parted  company  at  Philippi.  It  is  therefore  possible  that 
St.  Luke,  white  St.  Paul  was  at  Ephesus,  took  a  journey  from  Phi- 
lippi into  Egypt,  and  returned,  before  St.  Paul  came  again  into 
Macedonia.  But  it  is  were  possibility,  for  we  no  where  find  the 
smallest  traces  of  any  such  journey* 
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Of  the  Mot  he,  which  induced  St.  Luke  to  write  a 

Gospel 

It  has  been  supposed  by  several  persons  that  St.  Lukfe 
not  only  wrote  his  Gospel  at  th6  request  of  St  Paul, 
but  that  St.  Paul  even  dictated  what  St  Luke  wrote. 
This  notion  took  its  rise  from  a  false  interpretation  of 
a  passage  in  St  Paul's  Epistle  to  the  Romans1:  ami 
that  St  Luke  wrote  of  his  own  accord,  and  of  his  own 
authority,  appears  from  the  expression  sSagc  k^oi,  which 
he  has  used  in  the  preface  to  his  Gospel.  He  there 
Assigns  the  motive  which  induced  him  to  send  to  Theo- 
philus an  authentic  narrative  of  the  miracles  and  resur* 
rectfbn  of  Christ,  which,  to  use  his  own  wards,  was 

the  following,  etruSrimp  iroXAot  zirtytipiivav  avara£a<r6*t 
iuryifitiv  #cpi  rwv  mtrXtipoipoprifitvuv  tv  tifuv  trpay/MLTwv.  To 

the  accounts  of  these  *  many, '  he  must  certainly  have 
had  some  objections  to  make,  for  no  man  would  argu6 
thus  :  since  several  persons  have  delivered  accounts  of 
Christ,  on  which  perfect  reliance  may  be  placed,  I  have 
likewise  thought  proper  to  write  the  history  of  Christ 
We  must  conclude  therefore,  that  his  intention  was  to 
correct  the  inaccuracies  of  the  accounts,  which  were 
then  in  circulation,  and  to  deliver  to  Theophilus  a  true 
and  genuine  document,  in  order  to  silence  several  idl$ 
stories,  which  might  have  prejudiced  Theophilus  against 
the  Christian  religion  \ 

Mill  and  Graoe  have  supposed,  and  perhaps  not 
without  some  reason,  that  St  Luke  had  particularly  in 
view  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Egyptians,  of  which 
the  fragments  that  are  now  extant  may  be  seen  in 
Fab  rich  Codex  Apocryphus  m.  The  Esseoes  were  at 
that  time  in  great  repute  in  Egypt,  and  the  fragments 

'  Cfr.  if.  16.  ■  Vol.  I.  p.  335—337. 
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of  the  Egyptian  Gospel  shew  that  the  author  of  it 
was  an  Essene,  for  they  contain  the  tenets  of  this  sect 
relative  to  the  prohibition  of  matrimony.     It  is  really 
to  be  lamented,  that  we  have  not  the  Egyptian  Gospel 
complete,  for  we  should  then  be- enabled  to  determine 
with  more  precision  whether  Grabe's  opinion  be  true  or 
not.  Lardner  indeed  contends,  that  the  Gospel  accord- 
ing to  the  Egyptians  was  not  written  before  the  second 
century,  though  other  critics  assert  that  it  is  the  most 
ancient  of  the  apocryphal  Gospels.    But  whether  the 
Egyptian  GospeL  existed,  or  not,  at  the  time  when  St. 
Luke  wrote,  he  appears  in  several  passages  of  his  Gos- 
pel to  have  had  the  Essenes  in  view  \    The  following 
serve  as  examples. 
St.  Luke  is  the  only  Evangelist,  who  mentions  Christ's 
particular  command  to  his  disciples  to  sell  their  lands  in 
Palestine!  (which  however  would  have  been  taken  from 
them  in  a  time  of  persecution),  and  to  give  the  money 
to  the  poorp:  a  command  which  did  not  extend  to 
every  Christian, .  but  was  necessary  for  the  Jewish  con- 
verts in  Palestine,  since  those  lands  might  have  proved 
a  snare  to  them    and  have  tempted  them  to  return  to 
Judaism4.     In  the  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  chapters  of 
the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  he  describes  at  full  length  the 
constitution  of  the  Christian  church  at  Jerusalem :  and 
relates  that  the  members  of  this  church  sold  their  pro- 
perty and  established  a  common  fund,  or  rather  a  com* 
mon  depository  of  alms  for  the  poor;  for  I  much  doubt 
whether  they  bad  a  perfect  community  of  goods,  in 
the  strict  sense  of  the  word.     Now  this  account  has  no 
necessary  connection  with  St  Luke's  principal  object  in 
the.  Acts  of  the  Apostles:  but  hp  seems  to  have  related 

■ 

•  In  writing  a  commentary  on  St.  Luke,  other  apocryphal  Gos-r 
pels  might  be  likewise  applied  to  advantage :  for  they  might  enable, 
us  to  explain  several  passages, .  where  the  Evangelist  endeavoured 

to  correct  the  false  notions,  which  then  prevailed. 

> 

'  Luke  xii.  33,  34. 
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it  for  the  sake  of  the  Essenes,  who  likewise  lived  without 
property,  and  hud  every  thing  in  common s. 

St  Luke  is  the  only  Evangelist,  «  who  has  related  the 
conversation  between  Gabriel  and  Maryq:  and  he  pro- 
bably related  it  with  a  view  of  correcting  a  false  account 
of  the  appearance  of  Gabriel;  inserted  in  an  apocry- 
phal Gospel,  of  which  I  think  some  traces  are  still 
visible  in  the  Koran.  It  is  well  known  that  Mohammed 
took  most  of  his  accounts  concerning  Christ  from 
the  false  Gospels,  which  in  his  time  stilt  circulated  in 
Arabia  :  and  in  the  third  chapter  of  the  Koran*  he  had 
given  a  long  but  inaccurate  narrative  of  the  birth  of 
Christ  and  John  the  Baptist,  of  which  we  find  the  true 
account  in  St.  Luke's  Gospel.  I  believe  therefore  that 
Mohammed  derived  his  intelligence  from  that  very 
Gospel  which  St.  Luke  intended  to  correct :  especially 
as,  contrary  to  the  usual  practice  of  Mohammed,  he 
has  here  a  passage  whkh  favours  perpetual  virginity, 
an  essential  doctrine  of  the  Essenes,  and  has  here  given 
to  Christ  the  appellation  of  the  Word  of  God,  a  title 
generally  applied  to  him  by  those,  who  had  been  edu- 
cated in  the  Egyptian  or  oriental  philosophy.  After 
having  related,  in  the  third  chapter  of  the  Koran,  the 
birth  of  Mary,  her  education  in  the  temple,  the  an- 
nunciation of  the  birth  of  John  the  Baptist,  and  the 
dumbness  of  Zacharias,  Mohammed  proceeds,  ver.  40 
— 43.  as  follows4:  'The  angel  said,  #0  Mary,  verily 
God  sendeth  thee  good  tidings,  that  thou  shalt  bear-  the 
Word  proceeding  from  himself:  his  name  shall  be 
Christ  Jesus'  the  son  of  Mary*  honourable  in  this 
world  and  in  the  world  to  come,  and  one  of  those, 


*  Ch.  i.  26— 38. 

4  *  According  to  St.  Luke,  ch.  i.  SO,  Si.  the  angel  said  to  Mary: 
*  Fear  not  Mary,  for  thou  hast  found  favour  with  God :  and  behold* 
thou  shalt  conceive  in  thy.  womb,  and  bring  forth  a  son,  and  shalt 
call  his  name  JeAs.''    - 
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who  approach  near  to  the  presence  of  God":  and  he 
shall  speak  unto  men  in  the  cradle,  and  when  he  19 
grown  up,  he  shall  be  one  of  the  righteous.  She 
answered,  Lord,  bow  shall  1  have  a  son,  since  a  man 
bath  not  touched  ipe  ?  The  angel  said,  Sq  God  createtb 
that  which-  be  pleaseth  :  when  he  decreeth  a  thing,  he 
only  saith  unto  it,  Be,  and  it  is/  In  the  nineteenth 
chapter  of  the  Koran,  Mohammed  has  given  another 
extract  from  an  apocryphal  Gospel  relative  to  the  ap- 
pearance of  the  angel  Gabriel  to  Mary,  which  is  as 
follows.  '  She  (namely  Mary)  retired  from  her  family 
to  a  place  toward  the  east,  and  took  a  veil  to  conceal 
herself.  And  we  sent  our  Spirit  Gabriel  qnto  her,  and 
be  appeared  unto  her  in  the  shape  of  a  perfect  man. 
She  said,  I  fly  for  refuge  unto  the  merciful  God,  that  he 
may  defend  me  from  thee:  if  thou  fearest  him,  thou 
wilt. not  approach  me.  He  answered,  verily  1  am  the 
messenger  of  thy  Lord,  and  am  sent  to  give  thee  a  holy 
Son.'  Other  passages,  which  Mohammed  had  taken 
from  apocryphal  Gospels,  might  be  selected  from  the 
Koran,  and  added  as  a  Supplement  to  Fabricii  Codex 
Apocrypbus* 

What  St  Luke  has  related  ch.  xvii.  20,  21.  of  the 
question  proposed  to  Christ  concerning  the  kingdom  of 
heaven,  and  the  answer  which  be  gave,  appears  to  be 
a  correction  of  the  following  inaccurate  account,  which 
bad  been  given  of  it  in  tbe  Egyptian  Gospel k.    £ry*h 

m0*c  auroc  o  Knpioc  viro  rtvocj  jrors  q&i  *vt$  q  /3a<rtXua, 
fnrcv*  orav  rariK  ai^vvirc  fi$Hua  irarrjeniTi,  jcatorav  t?ai  re 
Svo  cv,  icoi  ra  fi£c*  etc  re  tow,  k«i  ro  apcrcy  pcra  rif^  difX&af 

In  this  manner  St.  Luke  improved  and  corrected  the 
accounts,  which  were  then  in  circulation,  of  the  his- 


«I*iksi,8&    «  He  shall  be  great,  and  shall  be  called  the  Soa 
pf  tbe  Highest/ 


1  Fabricii  Codex  Apocrypbus,  Tom.  I.  p.  335. 
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tory  of  Christ*  For  this  undertaking  he  is  entitled  to 
oar  warmest  thanks :  as  in  consequence  of  the  accurate 
inquiries  which  he  made;  be  was  enabled  to  distinguish 
truth  from  falsehood,  and  to  communicate  a  history, 
on  which  we  can  depend.  It  is  true  t^at  the  accounts 
contained  in  the  histories,  which  it  was  St.  Luke's  ob- 
ject to  correct,  were  not  wholly  fabulous,  and  the  mere 
inventions  of  the  authors  who  recorded  them :  but  they 
contained  so  much  falsehood  intermixed  with  truth,  that 
a  correction  of  them  was  absolutely  necessary.  The 
same  thing  happened  to  these  histories,  as  happens  tQ 
oiir  modern  gazettes,  when  a  battle  or  a  aiege  is  de- 
scribed. The  main  story  is  true,  but  in  passing  through 
different  hands,  it  generally  acquires  an  accession  of 
circumstance,  which  are  totally  devoid  of  truth.  Offi- 
cial intelligence  alone  is  certain  :  and  such  certain  in- 
telligence we  have  received  from  St.  Luke". 

*  St.  Luke's  Gospel  alone  was  admitted  by  Marcton,  who  made 
however  many  .alterations  in  it,  so  as  to  render  it  more  suitable  to 
his  own  system.  But  not  all  the  alterations  m  Marcion's  copy  are 
to  be  considered  as  wilful  corruptions ;  for  several  of  them  are 
nothing  more,  than  what  modern  critics  call  various  readings  \ 
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'  SECTION  I. 

Of  the  Lift  and  Character  of  St.  John. 

* 

^Th at  St.  John  the  Evangelist  was  one  of  the  twelve 
Apostles,  son  of  Zebedee  and  Salome,  and  brother  of 


this  opinion  I  adopted,  when  I  published  the  first  edi- 
tion of  this  Introduction.  The  extraordinary  request 
made  by  the  mother  of  James  and  John,  that  her  two 
eons  should  sit,  the  one  on  the  right  hand  and  the" other 
on  the  left  hand  of  Christ y,  implied  a  daim,  which 
might  be  thought  to  be  founded  on  relationship.  But 
at  present  I  much  doubt  whether  any  suth  relation- 
ship subsisted:  for  in  Gal.  i.  19.  James  the  less,  who 
was  not  brother  of  John,  is  distinguished  by  the  title 
of  '  Brother  of  the  Lord/  which  implies  that  the  other 
James,  and  consequently  John,  were  not  related  to 
Christ 

It  appears  from  Matth.  xxvii.  55,  56.  that  St.  John's 
mother  attended  Christ,  not  only  to  Jerusalem,  but 
likewise  to  the  place  of  his  crucifixion.  Of  his  father 
Zebedee,  who  was  alive,  when  St  John  was  called  to 
the  Apostleshtp  *,  no  mention  is  made  in  the  latter  part 

w  On  the  subject  of  St  John's  Gospel,  I  woold  recommend 
Lampe's  Prolegomena  prefixed  to  his  Exposition  of  this  Goapel, 
Oporini  Claris  Evangelii  Johannis,  and  Lardner's  Supplement  to 
the  Credibility  of  the  Gospel  History,  Vol.  I.  cb.  9. 

«  See  Lampe,  Prol.  Lib.  I.  cap.  1.  sect.  4. 

y  Matth.  xx.  20,  21.  '  See  Matth.  iv.  2l,2£. 
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of  Chrises  life :  and  as  Salome  accompanied  Christ  6n 
his  travels,  it  is  probable  that  he  died  soon  after  his 
sons  were  chosen  Apostles.  From  Luke  xxiv.  1.  10. 
compared  with  Mark  xvi.  1,  2.  one  might  conclude 
that  Salome  was  one  of  the  persons,  who  first  saw  Christ 
after  his  resurrection :  but  St.  John,  in  the  twentieth 
chapter  of  his  Gospel,  though  he  particularly  relates 
the  circumstances  of  the  resurrection,  makes  no  mention 
of  his  mother :  nor  does  St.  Matthew,  though  he  had 
named  her  among  the  persons  who  were  present  at  the 
crucifixion*,  make  any  mention  of  her  among  the  per- 
sons, who  on  the  day  of  the  resurrection  went  to  visit 
the  sepulchre  b. 

It  is  not  improbable,  though  it  cannot  be  affirmed 
with  certainty,  that  St.  John  the  Evangelist,  before  he* 
became  a  disciple  of  Christ,  had  been  a  disciple  of  John 
the  Baptist     At  least,    the   circumstantial   account, 
which  he  has  given,  ch.  i.  37 — 41.  of  the  two  disciples 
of  John  the  Baptist,  who  followed  Christ,  might  induce 
us  to  suppose,  that  he  was  one  of  the  two.     St.  John 
was  the  favourite  disciple  of  Christ,  and  was  called  the 
disciple  whom  Jesus  loved  c.     This  particular  affection 
and  regard  arose  from  the  softness  and  tenderness  of 
St  John's  character,  which  had  a  great  resemblance  to 
that  of  Christ  himself.     Hence  we  find  him  present  at 
several  scenes  to  which  most  of  the  other  disciples  were 
not  admitted.    He  was  eye-witness,  in  company  with 
only  Peter  and  James,  to  the  resurrection  of  Jairus's 
daughter  to  life,    to    Christ's    transfiguration  on  the 
mount,  and  to  his  agony  in  the  garden.     St  John  re- 
paid this  attention  by  the  most  sincere  attachment  to  his 
master :  for  he  was  the  only  Apostle  who  followed  Christ 
to  the  place,  of  his  crucifixion.     No  writer  whatsoever 
therefore  was  better  enabled  to  give  a  circumstantial 
and  authentic  history  of  Christ. 

m  Matth;  zxxvii.  65, 56.  b  Matth.  xxviiu  I . 

•  John  xiii.  23—26. 

VOL.  in.  s 
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On  the  death  of  Christ,  St  John  took  lib  mother 
Mary,  whom  Christ  had  recommended  to  his  care,  to 
his  own  home d.     His  |qng  intercourse  therefore  with 
the  mother  of  Christ  must  have  afiqrded  hira  an  oppor- 
tunity of  acquiring  the  best  information,  rejatw§  to  the 
birth,  education,  aad  early  history  of  Christ:  ^d  St. 
John  s  attachment  to  bis  master  could  ppt  permit  him  to 
remain  indifferent  even  to  the  qobqtest  anecdote,  which 
respected  so  remarkable  a  character.  Yet  be  has  related 
no  circumstance  whatsoever  of  Christ's  life*  prior  to 
his  thirtieth  year:  though  he  certainly  bad  it  in   his 
power  to  make  very  numerous  additions  to  the  few 
accounts,  which  had  been  given  by  St,  Matthew  and 
St.  Luke,  of  Christ's  early  history.    From  St  John's 
silence  therefore  we  must  conclude,  that  it  was  not  his 
intention  to  write  a  complete  history  of  all  that  had 
been  said  and  done  by  Christ,  but  that  he  wrote  his 
Gospel  to  answer  a  particular  purpose,  which  required 
no  more   than  what  he  has  actually  communicated. 
What  this  purpose  was,  will  be  examined  in  the  next 
and  following  sections. 


SECTION  n.: 

Various  Opinions  respecting  the  Object,  which  St  John 
had  in  View,  when  he  wrote  his  Gospel, 

Clement  of  Alexandria,  and  Eusebius*,  supposed 
that  St.  John  wrote  bis  Gospel  as  a  supplement  to 
the  three  first:  but  they  are  not  agreed  as  to  the 
matter,  which  St  John  intended  to  supply.     Accord- 

*  John  xix.  26,  27.  , 

•  See  Lardnep'a  Supplement,  Vol.  U  p.  965 — 369-  where  the 
words  of  Clement  and  Eusebius  are  quoted,  and  also  a  passage  from 
Jerom.  . 
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iog  to   Clement,  St  Jobs,    observing  that  in   the 
other  Gospels  those  things  were  related  whkh  concern 
the  humanity  of  Christ,  wrote  a  spiritual  Gospel,  in 
order  to  explain  at  full  length  the  divinity  pf  Christ 
Now  this  made  a  part  of  St  John's  design,  but  not 
the  whole  of  it :  for  his  object  was  not  to  prove  the 
divinity  of  Christ  in  general,  bat  to  prove  it  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  tenets  of  a  particular  sect    Eusebius  on 
the  contrary  relates,  that  St  John's  intention  was  to 
supply  what  his  predecessors  bad  omitted  conceiving  the 
first  part  of  Christ's  ministry,  their  accounts  having 
been  chiefly  confined  to  the  last  year.    But  this  is  not 
probable :  for  St  John  in  his  account  even  of  the  latter 
part  of  Christ's  ministry,  especially  of  the  celebration  of 
the  Lord's  supper,  has  related  facta  and  speeches  of  the 
utmost  importance,  which  ate  not  recorded  by  thfe 
three  first  Evangelists*  In  short,  I  cannot  be  persuaded 
that  the  materials  contained  in  St.  John's  Gospel,  k 
addition  to  those  contained  in  the  Gospels  of  St  Mat- 
thew, St  Mark,  and  St.  Luke,  whether  they  respect 
the  former  or  the  latter  part  of  Christ's  ministry,  were 
intended  by  St  John  as  a  mere  historical  fcnpplement 
That  it  was  not  bis  design  to  record  even  alt  the  mira- 
cles* which  Christ  had  performed,  is  evident  from  what 
be  himself  says,  ch.  %x.  30.  xxL  85.  and  therefore, 
though  his  Gospel  contains  a  considerable  quantity  of 
very  important  matter,  of  which  no  mention  is  made 
ki  the  three  first  Gospels,  yet  this  matter  was  introduced 
with  a  different  view,  from  that  of  merely  supplying  the 
defects  of  his  predecessors.     If  this  had  been  his  sole, 
or  even  his  principal  object,  be  would  not  have  passed 
over  in  silence  the  whole  history  of  Christ's  early  life, 
of  which,  as  I  observed  in  the  preceding  section,  he 
had  the  best  opportunity  of  procuring  informations 
nor  would  he  have  neglected  to  confirm  by  his  own 
testimony  the  accpwi  of  Ctoiftt9*  transfiguration  on  the 
mount,  his  agony  in  the  garftap,  and  pMw  important 
events,  at  which  St.  John  was  present,  but  St*  ^latthew 
was  not  However  it  is  far  from  my  intentions  to  assert, 

sS 
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that  St.  Jobn  intended  no  part  of  his  Gospel  as  a  sup- 
plement to  the  preceding  Gospels:  I  mean  only  that 
this  was  not  his  sole  or  bis  principal  object. 

A  very  different  opinion  from,  that  of  Clement  and 
Ensebius  has  been  advanced  by  Lampe f,  and  defended 
by.  Lardaer8.  According  to  this  opinion,  St  John's 
principal. object  was  to  convince  the  unbelieving  Jews, 
and,  in  case  they  refused  their  assent,  to  prove  to  them 
Uje  justice .  of  the  divine  punishment  which  awaited 
them,  pn  the  ground  that  they  had  ample  means  of 
conviction.  But  it  is  very  improbable  that  St.  John's 
view  was  so  confined :  and  therefore,  as  the  Apostle 
himself  has  no  where  given  the  smallest  intimation  that 
this  was  his  particular  object,  I  can  see  no  reason  for 
supposing  it.  If  his  Gospel  had  been  directed  against 
the  Jews  in  particular,  be  would  hardly  have  omitted 
Christ  s  prophecy  of  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  and 
his  lamentation  over  the.  impending  fate  of  that  devoted 
city\.  It  is  true  »tbat  St.  John  says,  ch.  xx.  31* 
'  These  are  written,  that  ye  might  believe  that  Jesus  is 
the.  Christ  the  Son  of  God,  and  that  believing  ye  might 
have  life  through  his  name/  But  the  purport  expressed 
in  this  passage  was  the  general  purport  of  all  the  Evan- 
gelists, not  that  of  St.  John  alone :  nor  does  it  appear 
from  any  thing  which  St.  John  had  said,  that  in  writing 
this  sentence  he  had  in  view  the  Jews  in  particular. 
Many  other  extracts  are  made  by  Lardner  from  St. 
John's  Gospel,  which,  I  grant,  are  applicable  to  the 
Jews  only:  but  extracts  of  the  very  same  kind  might 
be  made  from  the  three  other  Gospels,  and  therefore  if 
they  prove  aoy  thing,  they  will  prove  too  much.  Be* 
sides,  if  many  other  passages  were  contained  in  St.  John's 
Gospel,  which  were  applicable  to  the  Jews,  and  to  the 
Jews  oniy,  we  could  not  argue  from  them  to  the  main 

'  lb  the  Prolegomena  to  his  Commentary. 
'  Supplement,  Vol.  I.  p.  393^41  <). 
k  Luke  six.  41—44.    ' 
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object  of  the  Apostle  in  writing  his  Gospel.     The  pas- 
sage quoted  by  Lardner  from  John  xii.  37—43.  appears 
especially  to  favour  his  opinion.    But  if  in  this  parti- 
cular passage  St.  .John's  attention  was  directed  against 
the  Jews,  we  must  not  therefore  conclude  the  samte  of 
the  whole  Gospel     However,  I  much  doubt  whether 
St.  John,  even  in  this  instance,  intended  to  write  against 
the  Jews,  in  the  sense  which  Lardner  means:,. for  it 
seems  to  be  nothing  more  than  an  answer  to  an  objec- . 
tion  founded  on  the  Jewish  rejection  of  Christ's  mira- ' 
cles.    The  Apostle  had  probably  heard  the  following 
argument  brought  against  the  truth  of  the  evangelical 
history  :  '  If  so  many  miracles  had  been  performed,  as 
is  pretended,  and  that  too  in  so  public  a  manner/  it  is 
inconceivable  how  the  Jews  could  refuse  to  believe, 
after  they  had  seen  those  miracles  with  their  own  eyes. 
If  it  were  true  that  a  person  really  dead  was  restored  to 
life  in  the  presence  of  many  witnesses,  and  in  a  village, 
which  was  only  a  mile  and  an  half  from  Jerusalem,  it 
must  have  been  known  to  the  whole  city ;  and  the  ne-T 
cessary  consequence  would  have  been,  that  the  Jews 
would  have  acknowledged  the  person,  who  could  per- 
form such  miracles,  to  be  the  Messiah,  whom  they  ex- 
pected.    But  since  the  contrary  is  true,  the  wonders 
related  by  Christ's  disciples  are  entitled  to  no  credit/ 
An  objection  of  this  kind  St  John  probably  intended 
to  answer,  when  he  wrote  the  passage  in  question.   He 
admits  that  the  incredulity  of  the  Jews  might  afford 
just  matter  of  surprize :  but  he  denies  that  any  inference 
can  be  deduced  from  it,  prejudicial  to  the  credibility 
of  the  Gospel  history.    For  the  prophets  had  foretold 
that  their  eyes  would  be  blinded,  and  their  hearts  har- 
dened: and  therefore  as  they  were  incapable  of  con- 
viction, their  rejection  of  Jesus  could  afford  no  proof 
that  he  was  not  the  Messiah.    St  John  however  adds 
that  many  were  really  convinced  in  their  hearts,  and 
that  only  the  fear  of  expulsion  from  the  synagogue  de- 
terred them  from  an  open  confession. 
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SECTION  III. 

St*  John  wrote  his  Gospel  to  confute  the  Errors  of 

Cerinthus. 

IitEtf  jsus,  the  earliest  writer,  who  has  mad*  any  men- 
tion of  St.  John's  design  in  writing  bis  Gospel,  has 
given  the  following  account  in  bis  third  book  against 
Heresies,  cb.  xi.  '  Hanc  fidem    annuntians  Joannes 
Domihi  discipulus,  volens  per  Evangelii  annuntiationem 
auferre  eum,  qui  a  Cerintho  insetninatus  erat  homini- 
bus,  errorem,  et  multo  prius  ab  his  qui  dicuntut,  Nlco- 
laitte,  qui  sunt  vulsio  ejus,  qu»  falso  cognominatur  aci- 
entia,  et  confundetet  eos,  et  suaderet,  quoniam  unus 
Dens,  qui  omnia  fecit  J>er  verbum  auum ;  et  non,  que- 
madmodum  illi  dicunt,  alterum  quidem  fabricatorem, 
atium  autem  Patrem  Domini9    Jerom  likewise  in  his 
treatise  of  illustrious  men,  asserts,  that  St.  John  wrote 
against  Cerinthus.    Now,  setting  aside  the  assertion  of 
Jerom,  Which  I  will  consider  only  as  private  opinion,  I 
think  the  account  given  by  Irensus  of  sufficient  weight 
to  prove  that  St  John  wrote  against  Cerinthus,  notwith- 
standing the  Conjectures,  which  may  be  made  to  the 
contrary.    For  lnenceus  is  not  only  the  most  ancient 
writer  on  thi*  subject,  bat  was  a  disciple  of  Polycarp, 
who  was  personally  acquainted  with  St  John.    Conse- 
quently Irenfeus  had  the  very  best  means  of  information 
on  this  subject 

Lardneir f  has  qtibted  another  passage  from  tfte  works 
of  tremens,  Which  appears  to  be  at  variance  with  the 

Sassage  quoted  id  the  preceding  paragraph.  Namely, 
i  the  sifcteehth  Chapter  of  the  third  book  against 
heresies  frensens  sfiys,  '  Quemadmodum  Joannes  Do- 
mini discipulus  confirmat  dicens,  u  Hkc  autem  ftcripta 
sunt  tit  credatis  quoniam  Jesus  est  filius  Dei,  et  ut 

1  Supplement*  Vol.  I.  p.  583. 
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credentes  vham  seternam  habeatis  in  nomine  *jiis:" 
provident  has  blasphemas  regulas,  quae  dividunt  Domi- 
num,  quantum  ex  ipsis  attinet,  ex  altera  et  altera  Sub- 
stantia dicentes  eum  factum/  Now  if  Iren&uS  here 
meant  to  say,  that  St  John  only  foresaw  fhfe  errbri, 
which  were  propagated  by  Cerinthus  and  the  Gnostics 
it  must  appear  very  extraordinary  that  he  should  say  in 
the  passage  quoted  in  the  preceding  paragraph,  that  St. 
John  wrote  against  the  errors,  which  had  been  propa- 
gated by  Cerinthus.  But  the  contradiction  is  only  ap- 
parent :  for  pravidetis  signifies  here,  not  *  foreseeing* 
but  '  guarding  aguinst.'  The  latter  passage  therefore, 
when  properly  explained,  does  not  confute  but  confirm 
the  former.  Besides,  St.  Paul  in  his  first  Epistle  to 
Timothy  speaks  of  Gnostic  errors ;  and  therefore  they 
must  have  been  propagated  long  before  St.  John  wrote 
his  Gospel. 

But  even  if  Irenaeus  had  not  asserted  that  St  John 
rtrote  his  Gospel  against  the  Gnostics,  and  particularly 
against  Cerinthus,  the  contents  of  the  Gospel  itself 
would  lead  to  this  conclusion.  The  speephes  of  Christ, 
which  St.  John  has  recorded,  are  selected  with  a  totally 
different  view,  from  that  of  the  three  first  Evangelists, 
who  have  given  such  as  are  of  a  moral  nature,  whereas 
those  which  are  given  by  St.  John,  are  chiefly  dogma- 
tical, and  relate  to  Christ's  divinity,  the  doctrine  of  the 
Holy  Ghost,  the  supernatural  assistance  to  be  commu- 
nicated to  the  Apostles,  and  other  subjects  of  a  likte 
import  In  the  very  choice  of  his  expressions,  such  as 
Light,  Life,  &c.  he  had  in  view  the  philosophy  of  thte 
Gnostics,  who  used,  or  rather  abused  these  terms. 
That  the  fourteen  first  verses  of  St.  John's  Gospel  are 
inertly  historical,  and  contain  only  a  short  account  of 
Christ's  history  before  his  appearance  on  earth,  is  k 
supposition  devoid  of  all  probability.  ,  On  the  contrary, 
it  id  evident  that  they  are  purely  doctrinal,  and  that 
thfey  Were  introduced  with  a  polemical  view,  in  order 
to  confute  errors,  which  prevailed  at  that  time  respect- 
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ing  the  person  of  Jesus  Christ.  Unless  St  John  had 
had  an  adversary  to  combat,  who  made  particular  use 
of  the  words  ( light/  and  '  life/  he  would  not  have 
thought  it  necessary,  after  having  described  the  Creator 
of  all  things,  to  add,  that  in  him  was  life,  and  the  life 
was  the  light  of  men,  or  to  assert  that  John  the  Baptist 
was  not  that  light.  The  very  meaning  of  the  word 
€ light'  would  be  extremely  dubious,  unless  it  were 
determined  by  its  particular  application  in  the  oriental 
Gnosis.  For  without  the  supposition,  that  St.  John  had 
to  combat  with  an  adversary  who  used  this  word  in  a 
particular  sense,  it  might  be  applied  to  any  divine  in- 
structor, who  by  his  doctrines  enlightened  mankind. 
Further,  the  positions  contained  in  the  fourteen  first 
verses  are  antitheses  to  positions  maintained  by  the 
Gnostics,  who  used  the  words  Xoyoc,  tm>  ^wc, ^ovoycviic, 
ir\tipwfiaf  &c.  as  technical  terms  of  their  philosophy. 
Lastly,  the  speeches  of  Christ,  which  St  John  has 
selected,  are  such  as  confirm  the  positions  laid  down  in 
the  first  chapter  of  his  Gospel :  and  therefore  we  must 
conclude  that  his  principal  object  throughout  the  whole 
of  his  Gospel,  was  to  confute  the  errors  of  the  Gnos- 
tics. 

If  we  except  the  writings  of  St.  John,  the  word 
Xoyoc  is  no  where  used  either  in  the  Old  or  New  Testa- 
ment, to  denote  a  person.  For  in  Psalm  xxxiii.  6.  and 
other  places  of  the  Old  Testament,  where  Xoyoc  is  used 
in  the  Septuagint,  the  figurative  sense,  in  which  some 
commentators  have  taken  it,  is  much  less  suitable  to 
the  context,  than  its  literal  sense.  St  John  therefore 
did  not  derive  this  particular  use  of  the  term  Xoyoc  from 
the  Bible.  Nor  did  be  derive  it  from  the  writings  of 
the  Rabbins:  for  though  they  frequently  used  the  ex- 
pression *H  iTlDf0,  that  is,  '  the  Word  of  God/  es- 
pecially in  their  Targums  or  paraphrases,  they  did  not 
mean  to  express  a  separate  and  distinct  Being  from 
Jehova  himself,  or,  as  we  should  say,  the  second  Person 
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of  the  Trinity  \  Besides,  if  the  Chaldee  word  tHO*D 
were  equivalent  to  Xoyoc,  as  applied  by  St.  John,  we 
might  conclude  that  Christ  himself,  who  spake  Chaldee, 
would  also  have  used  this  expression :  but  though  St. 
John  has  particularly  selected  those  speeches  of  Christ, 
which  tend  to  confirm  the  positions  laid  down  in  the 
first  chapter,  and  in  those  speeches  Christ  frequently 
calls  himself  '  the  Light/  *  the  Life/  c  the  Only- 
begotten,'  &c.  he  has  not  applied  to  himself  in  a  single 
instance  the  title  of  *  the  Word.' 

Nor  can  we  suppose  that  St.  John  invented  this  term, 
or  rather  this  particular  use  of  it,  in  order  to  express 
the  relation  of  the  second  to  the  first  Person  of  the 
Trinity.  The 'term  Aoyoc,  when  applied  to  a  divine 
person,  is  capable  of  so  many  different  explanations, 
that  no  writer  could  think  of  using  it,  without  some 
explanation,  unless,  its  meaning  was  already  fixed  by 
actual  usage.  But  St  John  begins  his  Gospel  with 
speaking  of  the  Logos,  and  adds  no  explanation  of  the 
term;  consequently  he  wrote  for  readers,  who  were 
already  acquainted  with  its  meaning.  Now  we  know 
that  the  Gnostics  in  general,  and  Cerinthus  in  particular, 
applied  the  term  Aoyoc  to  denote  a  divine  person.  Since 
therefore  St.  John  has  adopted  several  other  terms, 
which  were  used  by  the  Gnostics,  we  must  conclude 
that  he  derived  also  the  term  Aoyoc  from  the  same  source. 
If  it  be  further  asked,  whence  did  the  Gnostics  derive 
this  use  of  the  expression  (  Word/  I  answer  that  they 
derived  it  most  probably  from  the  Oriental  or  Zoroas- 
trian  philosophy,  from  which  was  .borrowed  a  conside- 
rable part  of  the  Manichsan  doctrines.  In  the  2end 
A  vesta,  we  meet  with  a  Being  called  'The  Word,' 


1  The  word  fcODUD  is  frequently  used  in  the  Chaldee  paraphrases 
as  eaumrient  to  the  Hebrew  oum,  that  is,  *  the  Name/  a  term  by 
which  the  Jews,  who  out  of  superstitious  reverence  for  the  word 
Jehora  avoided  the  uttering  of  it  as  much  as  possible',  denoted  the 
Supreme  Being.  See  for  instance,  Isaiah  xxvi.  4.  in  the  Chaldee 
paraphrase. 


SSfi  of  st.  John's  gospel.  chap.  vtt. 

wh6  was  not  only  prior  in  existence,  but  gave  birth  to 
Ortnuzx)  the  creator  of  good,  and  to  Ahriman,  thfe 
creator  of  evil  \  It  is  true  that  the  work,  which  we 
have  at  present  under  the  title  of  Zend  A  vesta  is  not 
the  ancient  aqd  genuine  Zend  Avesta ;  yet  it  certainly 
contains  many  ancient  and  genuine  Zoroastrian  doc- 
trines. It  is  said  likewise  that  the  Indian  philosophers 
have  their  Aoyoc,  which,  according  to  their  doctrines,  is 
the  same  as  the  Mowyevnc 

Perhaps  the  opinion  that  St.  John  derived  the  term 
Aoyoc  from  the  Gnostics  will  be  thought  by  many  to 
affect  in  some  degree  his  character  as  a  divine  Apostle. 
But  such  persons' should  recollect,  that  there  is  nothing 
more  in  a  mere  name,  than  in  a  $ign  of  algebra.     It  is 
the  notion  ascribed  to  the  name,  and  not  the  name 
itself,  to  which  we  must  attend.    Otherwise,  we  must 
make  the  same  objection  to  St.  John's  use  of  the  word 
&oc,  which  was  likewise  used  by  the  heathen  philoso- 
phers, and  signified  perhaps  originally  nothing  more 
than  a  planet,  from  &*>  curro.    If  the  Gnostics  gave  the 
name  of  Aoyoc  to  the  Being,  who  came  next  in  order 
to  the  Supreme  Being,    St.  John  might  without  the 
least  impropriety  retain  this  name  in  a  work  which  was 
written  against  the  Gnostics,  and  apply  it  to  the  second 
person  of  the  Trinity.    The  laws  of  controversy  require 
that  we  should  retain,  as  much  as  possible,  the  terms 
which  are  used  by  our  adversaries  :  for  if  each  party  has 
his  own  peculiar  terminology,  no  position  can  have  A 
clear  and  distinct  counter  position.     Consequently  the 
dispute  will  be  vague,  and  incapable  of  being  brought 
to  ah  issue. 

St  John  himself  has  really  declared,  though  not  in 
express  terms,  that  he  wrote  with  a  view  of  confuting 
errors  maintained  by  the  Gnostics.  He  says,  ch.  xx« 
31.    '  these  are  written,  that  ye  might  believe  that 


i  Sec  the  Af  emoires  de  f  Acfcdemie  dee  Inscriptions  et  JBetli 
Lcttrcs,  Tom.  XXXVII.  p.  618. 


8BCT.  Ill*  OF  ST.  JOHti's  GOSPEL.  288 

Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  God.9    To  most  readers 
this  will  appear  to  be  nothing  mofe  than  a  declaration 
that  he  wrote  with  the  same  general  view,  as  the  other 
Evangelists,   to  shew   that  Jesus  was  the  promised 
Messiah,  and  to  convince  the  world  of  the  truth  of 
Christianity.     Bat  whoever  compares  this  passage  with 
his  first  Epistle,  ch*  v.    1-6.  will  find  it  to  be  a  decla- 
ration, that  be  wrote  in  order  to  convince  the  Gnostics 
in  particular.    In  his  first  Epistle*  ch.  v»  5, 6.  he  asserts 
that  Jesus  was  the  Son  of  God,  and  that  he  was  the 
Christ,  not  by  water  only,  but  by  water  and  blood* 
This  assertion,  which,   without  a  knowledge  of   the 
Gnostic  opinions,    must  appear    unintelligible,    was 
directed  against  the  notions  of  Cerinthus,  that  Jesus 
and  Christ  were  two  distinct  Beings,  that  Jesus  was  a 
mere  man,  and  Christ  a  superior  Spirit  or  JEon,  which 
was  united  with  Jesus  at  his  baptism,  but  separated 
from  him  before  his  death  on  the  cross.    Now  if  we 
read  ch.  v.  5,  6.  of  St.  John's  first  Epistle  with  this 
notion  of  Cerinthus  in  view,  it  becomes  perfectly  in- 
telligible; for  we  then  perceive  that  St»  John  meant  to 
combat  this  notion,  and  to  declare  that  Jesus  was  the 
Christ,  not  only  at  his  baptism,  or  by  water,  but  like- 
wise during  his  sufferings  and  at  his  death,  that  is,  by 
blood.      After  this  explanation,    the  passage  above- 
quoted  from  St.  John's  Gospel,  ch.  xx.  31.  presents 
itself  in  a  totally  different  light :  and  the  declaration, 
that  he  wrote  to  shew  that  Jesus  was  the  Christ  the  Son 
of  God,  appears  to  be  a  declaration,  that  he  wrote  to 
confute  the  notion  of  Cerinthus,  that  Jesus  and  Christ 
were  two  distinct  Beings,  united  at  the  baptism  of  Jesus, 
but  separated  before  his  death.     I  admit  however  that, 
as  the  declaration  of  St.  John  is  general,  this  passage 
alone,  undecided  by  other  arguments,  would  be  of  no 
great  weight. 

An  objection  to  the  opinion  that  St.  John  wrote 
against  Cerinthus  I  found  written  in  my  father's  copy 
of  the  first  edition  of  this  Introduction,  and  as  it  is  a 
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material  one,  I  cannot  pass  it  over  in  silence.  .  His 
objection  was  this :  *  Cerinthus  denied  that  Christ  was 
born  of  a  virgin,  because  the  fact,  he  said,  was  impos- 
sible :  and  contended,  that  he  was  begotten  in  the 
natural  way  by  Joseph.  This  is  related  by  Irenteus.  If 
therefore  St.  John's  object  had  been  to  confute  Cerin- 
thus, he  would  have  thought  it  indispensably  necessary 
to  assert  the  miraculous  conception.  But  this  subject, 
as  well  as  the  birth  of  Jesus,  he  has  passed  over  in  total 
silence/  To  this  objection  I  can  make  no  other  answer 
than  the  following :  that  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew 
and  St.  Luke,  which  were  written  before  that  of  St. 
John,  already  contained  an  account  of  the  miraculous 
conception ;  and  therefore  St.  John  might  think  it 
unnecessary,  even  in  a  work  directed  against  Cerinthus, 
to  say  any  thing  further  on  the  subject. 

From  what  has  been  said  in  this  section  we  may  in(er, 
that  if  ftny  genuine  works  of  the  ancient  Gnostjcs  could 
be.  now  discovered  m,  they  would  furnish  an  excellent 
commentary  on  St.  John's  Gospel,  especially  on  the 
fourteen  first  verses. 

■  See  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  IV.  p.  211. 
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St.  John  wrote  also  to  confute  the  errors  of  the  Sa- 
bians,  or  the  Sect  which  acknowledged  John  the 
Baptist  for  its  Founder. 

The  preceding  section  is  the  result  of  the  inquiries, 
which    had    been  instituted     before    the  year   1777, 
when  the  third  edition  of  this  Introduction  was  pub- 
lished :  but  since  that  time  a  totally  new  light  has  been 
thrown  on  Su  John's  Gospel.     That  the  Apostle  had 
to  combat  with  certain  persons  who  ascribed  to  John 
the  Baptist  a  greater  authority,  than  to  Jesus,  appears 
from  his  declaration,    ch.  i.  8.  that  John  the  Baptist 
was  not  the  Light  itself,  and  that  he  only  bore  witness 
to  the  Light     For,   unless  this  had  been  asserted  of 
John  the  Baptist,  it  would  have  been  unnecessary  to 
assert  the  contrary.     However  as  we  knew  little  or 
nothing  of  the  sect,   which  acknowledged  John  the 
Baptist  for  their  chief,  the  thought  did  not  occur  that 
St  John  the  Evangelist  had  any  such  sect  in  view,  when 
he  wrote  his  Gospel.     But  in  the  year  1780,  we  became 
acquainted  not  only   with  the  religion,  but  with  the 
religious  writings  of  this  sect,  for  which  we  are  indebted 
to  professor  Norberg.     The  members  of  this  sect  are 
called  ]****  ^,  that    is,   Disciples  of  John,    and 
sometimes ^H^,   Disciples,  alone:  they  have  likewise 
the  name  of  ^  ■ *  "*y  or  Sabians,  which  signifies  Bap- 
tists0.    The  first  account,  which   professor  Norberg 
communicated,   was  given  in  a  Swedish  Journal,  of 
which  I  published  a  translation  in  the  Orientalische 
Bibliothek,  Vol.  xv.  No.  245.  and  248,  and  made  an 
application  of  it,  though  at  that  time  with  great  cau- 
tion,   to  St.  John's  Gospel.     But  a  more  complete  ac- 
count' was  soon  afterwards  communicated  by  professor 
Norberg  in£  Latin  Dissertation,  entitled,  De  religione 

■  They  have  been  sometimes  called  HpqoCcMrrirafe 
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et  lingua  Sabseorum,  which,  with  a  specimen  of  the 
religious  writings  of  tfeis  sect,  w^s  printed  in  the  Com- 
mentationes  societatis  regies  scientiarum  Goettingensis 
ad  annum  1780,  and  of  which  I  gave  a  review  in  th* 
Orient.  Bib.  Vol.  XVII.  N°  261.    As  soon  a*  this 
dissertation  was  published,  the  obscurity,  in  which  St 
John's  Gospel  had  been  involved,  was  at  once  dissi- 
pated :  and  I  made  therefore  no  scruple  to  assert  in  the 
Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XVIII.  p.  58.  that  St.  John's  Gospel 
was  directed  against  the  sect,  which  took  its  name  from 
John  the  Baptist ;  for  the  members  of  this  sect  not  only 
made  use  of  the  word  '  Light,'  &c.  but  contended  that 
John  the  Baptist  was  the  Light,  a  doctrine  combated 
by  our  Evaqgelist*.    Nor  am  I  singular  at  present  in 
this  opinion :  for  it  has  been  adopted  by  Dr.  Walch  ia 
his  treatise  on  the  Sabians  printed  in  the  CormpenU  soc. 
regt  scient.  Goettingensis  ad  an.  1781,  and  defended 
by  Dr.  Storr,  in  his  treatise  ou  the  Evangelical  History 
pud  Epistles  of  St.  John,  published  in  1 786. 

At  the  time,  when  St.  John  the  Evangelist  wrote  his 
Gospel  at  Ephesus,  it  is  not  ipnprQtjable  that  the  Sabians 
or  disciples  of  John  the  Baptist,  had  spcead  themselves 
in  that  city  and  its  neighbourhood*.    For  we  learo 
from  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  ch.  xviii,  24,  8£.  tbtf 
when  Apollos  came  to  Ephesus,  he  knew  only  the  bap- 
tism of  John,  till  hje  was  instructed  in  Christianity  by 
Aquila  and  PrisciUa:  and  ch.  xix.  1—7.    Wa  find  an 
account  of  twelve  persons  likewise  at  Ephesus,  who 
had  been  baptized  in  the  name  of  John  the  Baptist,  but 
were  afterwards  converted  to  Christianity,  and  baptized 
by  St.  Paul  in  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ. 


°  In  the  Epistle*  of  St.  John,  the  doctrines  of  this  sect  are  com- 
bated still  more  evidently. 

p  Though  it  is  not  probable  t}*at  the  Sabions  of  the  fir*(  eentwy 
agreed  in  all  respects  with  the  Sabians  of  t)ie  present  age,  since*  evesy 
religious  society  must  alter  in  some  measure  its  opinions  m  a  course 
of  seventeen  hundred  years,  yet  they  probably  agreed  in  the  prin- 
cipal and  distinguishing  doctrines. 
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If  it  be  asked*  whether  the  Sabians,  or  the  aqct 
which  acknowledged  John  for  tbeir  founder,  agreed  iq 
their  opinion*  with  the  Gnostics,  I  answer  that  they 
certainly  did  in  many,  though  I  cannot  affirm  that  they 
did  in  all.  The  Sabians  of  the  present  age  have  still 
many  terms  in  use,  such  a$  Light,  Fire,  &<;.  which 
they  apply  in  the  same  mounter  as  the  Gnostics  did: 
hut  it  is  nqt  to  be  expected,  after  a  lapse  of  seventeen 
hundred  years,  that  the  modern  Sabians  should  retain 
all  the  terms,  which  were  used  in  the  first  century, 
since  many  pf  them  were  mysterious,  particularly  the 
term  *  Word/ 
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Of  the  Tenets  maintained  by  the  Gnostics  and  the  Sa- 
bians,  and  the  manner  in  which  they  are  confuted  by 
St.  John. 

The  Gnostics,  in  order  to  account  for  the    origin 
of  evil  in  the  world,  which  they  supposed  could  not 
proceed  from  an  all-wise  and  benevolent  Being,  adopt* 
ed  the  notion  that  the  world  was  created,  not  by 
the  supreme  Deity,  but  by  a  Being  of  inferior  rank, 
which  they  called  Demiurgus.     In  respect  to  the  cha- 
racter of  this  Being  they  were  not  unanimous,  for  some 
considered  him  as  an  evil  spirit,  which  was  at  perpetual 
enmity  with  the  Supreme  Being,  while  others  ascribe 
to  bioi,  not  a  want  of  benevolence,  but  only  a  want  of 
knowledge,  which  prevented  him  from  seeing  the  evil 
consequences  of  the  arrangement,  which  he  adopted  in 
the  formation  of  the  world.     But  they  all  agreed  in 
representing  the  Demiurgus,  as  the  God  of  the  Jews* 
Between  this  Demiurgus  and  the  supreme,  invisible, 
incomprehensible  Being,  they  placed  an  order  of  iEons, 
to  which  they  assigned  the  names  of  Only- begotten, 
Word,  Light,  Life,  &c. :  but  they  were  not  unanimous 
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in  regard  to  the  rank,  which  was  to  be  assigned  to  each. 
These  iEnos  dwelt  with  God  in  the  highest  and  the 
purest  heaven,  which  the  Gnostics  called  nA^p^a,  a 
term  which  I  will  not  attempt  to  translate,  as  I  know 
not  what  notion  the  Gnostics  affixed  to  it.  One  of 
these  JEnos  was  Christ,  who  united  himself  with  Jesus 
at  his  baptism,  but  departed  from  him  before  his  death. 
The  moral  tenets  of  the  Gnostics  were  different  ac- 
cording to  the  different  sects :  some  were  of  a  gloomy 
and  melancholy  cast,  while  others  are  represented,  but 
probably  without  reason,  as  favouring  licentiousness. 
Most  of  the  Gnostics  were  inimical  to  the  law  of  Moses, 
because  they  believed  that  it  was  given  not  by  the 
Supreme  Being,  but  by  the  Demiurgus,  and  that  Christ 
was  sent  into  the  world  to  redeem  us  from  the  God  of 
the  J6ws.  But  Cerinthus  is  said  to  have  been  favour- 
able to  some  parts  of  the  Mosaic  law,  though  we  do  not 
exactly  know  what  they  were  \ 

The  plan  which  St.  John  adopted  tox  confute  the 
tenets  of  the  Gnostics  and  the  Sabians,  was,  first  to  de- 
liver a  set  of  aphorisms,,  as  counterpositions  to  these 
tenets,  and  then  to  relate  such  speeches  and  miracles 
of  Christ,  as  confirmed  the  truth  of  what  he  had  ad- 
vanced. We  must  not  suppose  that  the  confutation 
of  the  Gnostic  and  Sabian  errors  is  confined  to  the  four- 
teen first  verses  of  St.  John's  Gospel :  for  in  the  first 
place  it  is  evident  that  many  of  Christ's  speeches,  which 
occur  in  the  following  part  of  the  Gospel,  were  selected 
by  the  Evangelist  with  the  view  of  proving  the  positions 

*  Whoever  wishes  to  have  a  thorough  knowledge  of  the  tenets  of 
the  Gnostics  must  consult  Mosheim's  Ecclesiastical  History,  Beau- 
sobre's  Mistoire  de  Manichte  et  du  Manicheisrne,  and  especially 
Walch's  History  of  Heretics,  in  which  last  work  the  Gnostic  tenets 
are  not  only  fully  described,  but  supported  by  the  necessary  autho- 
rities. A  position  maintained  by  these  three  writers,  that  the  Gpostic 
philosophy  did  not  derive  its  origin  from  Christianity,  but  that  it 
existed  in  the  East  long  before  the  birth  of  Christ,  I  have  endea- 
voured to  confirm  in  the  second  volume  of  the  Syntagma  cammen* 
tationem,  by  shewing  that  there  are  allusions  to  it  in  the  Sep- 
tuagint. 
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laid  down  in  these  fourteen  verses :  and  secondly,  the 
positions  themselves  are  not  proofs,  but  merely  decla- 
rations made  by  the  Evangelist  It  is  true,  that  for  us 
Christians,  who  acknowledge  the  divine  authority  of 
St.  John,  his  bare  word  is  sufficient ;  but  as  the  Apostle 
had  to  combat  with  adversaries,  who  made  no  such 
acknowledgement,  the  only  method  of  convincing  them 
was  to  support  bis  assertion  by  the  authority  of  Christ 
himself! 

The  term  Aoyoc,  as  I  have  already  observed,  was 
taken  by  St.  John  from  the  system  of  the  Gnostics. 
He  has  used  it  to  denote  the  divine  nature,  which  was 
united  to  the  man  Jesus,  and,  according  to  his  own 
expression,  became  Flesh.  Some  of  the  Gnostics  placed 
the  '  Word'  above  all  the  other  JEons,  and  next  to  the 
Supreme  Being :  but  Cerinthus  placed  the  (  Only  be* 
gotten9  first,  and  then  the  '  WordV  Now  St.  John 
lays  down  the  following  positions. 

1.  The  Word,  and  the  Only-begotten,  are  not  dif- 
ferent but  the  same  person.  Ch.  i.  14.  *  We  beheld 
his  glory,  as  of  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father/ 
This  is  a  strong  position  against  the  Gnostics,  who 
usually  ascribed  all  the  divine  qualities  to  the  Only- 
begotten. 

The  proofs  of  this  position  are,  the  testimony  of 
John  the  Baptist,  ch.  i.  18.  34.  iii.  35,  36.  the  con- 
versation of  Christ  with  Nicodemius,  ch.  iii.  16-18.  in 
which  Christ  calls  himself  the  only-begotten  son,  the 
speech  delivered  by  Christ  to  the  Jews,  ch.  v.  17-47. 
sad  other  passages,  in  which  he  calls  God  his  Father. 

2.  The  Word  was  never  made,  but  existed  from  the 
very  beginning,  ch.  i.  1. 

The  Gnostics  granted  that  the  Word  existed  before 
the  creation,  but  they  did  not  admit  that  the  Word 
existed  from  all  eternity.    The  Supreme  Being,  ac- 

'  Initium  quidem  esse  monogenem:  Logon  autem  verum  filium   . 
Unigeniti.    Iren.  adv.  Haeres.  Lib.  III.  cap.  11. 
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cording  to  their  tenets,  and  according  to  Cerinthus  the 
Only- begotten  Son  likewise,  as  also  the  matter  From 
which  the  world  was  formed,  were  prior  in  existence  to 
the  Word.  This  notion  is  contradicted  by  St.  John, 
who  asserts  that  the  Word  existed  from  all  eternity  *. 

As  a  proof  of  this  position  may.be  alleged  perhaps 
what  Christ  says,  ch.  viii.  58.  though  I  confess  that, 
unless  a  particular  emphasis  be  laid  on  the  expression 
'  I  am,'  and  it  be  taken  in  the  sense  of  the  Hebrew 
tflfl  *}$,  though  it  proves  the  pre-existence  of  Christ, 
it  does  not  prove  his  eternal  existence.  Ch.  xvii.  5. 
appears  to  be  of  more  weight.  If  Christ  used  the  word 
fVtWTQ  where  St.  John  has  rnv  apyriv,  ch.  viii.  25.  this 
passage  might  likewise  be  produced,  but  both  grammar 
and  context  are  unfavourable. 

3.  The  Word  was  in  the  beginning  with  God,  ch.  i. 
1,2. 

The  Gnostics  must  have  maintained  a  contrary  doc- 
trine, or  St.  John  in  confuting  their  tenets  would  not 
have  thought  it  necessary  to  advance  this  position,  since 
God  is  omnipreseht,  and  therefore  all  things  are  present 
with  him.  The  Gnostic*  assigned  what  th6y  called  the 
Pleroma*  for  the  residence  of  the  Supreme  Being  and 
the  iEons.  Perhaps  Cerinthus,  or  some  other  Gnostic, 
had  excluded  the  \7ord  from  the  Pleroma,  or  at  least 
had  asserted  that  the  Word  was  not  there  from  the  very 
beginning. 


•  According  to  Anquetil,  the  doctrine  of  the  Persian  or  Zoroas- 
trian  philosophy  was,  that  the  Word  existed  before  Grmuzd,  and 
Ahrimaa :  and  that  Time  by  means  of  the  Word  produced  Ormnzd 
and  Abriman.  He  contends  likewise,  that  Time,  or  rather  Eternity, 
denoted,  in  the  Zoroastrian  philosophy,  the  Supreme  Being.  Of  this 
fact  I  am  not  fully  convinced :  but  whether  he  is  right  in  this  point 
or  not,  it  is  probable  that  in  the  phrase  n  apxn  w  ©  foyof,  the  word 
Af%n  used  by  St.  John  has  a  reference  to  the  unlimited  Time  off 
the  Eastern  philosophy.  For  when  he  says,  the  Word  was  in  the 
beginning,  he  means,  the  Word  was  from  eternity. 

1  What  they  meant  by  this  expression  it  is  difficult  to  determines 
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The  proofe  of  this  position  are,  ch.  i.  18.  iii.  13. 
31,  32.  vi.  35.  35.  38.  41.  42.  62.  vii.  28,  29.  xviiu 
5. 

4.  The  Word  was  God,  ch.  i:  1. 

The  expression  '  God'  must  here  be  taken  in  ita 
highest  sense,  or  this  position  will  contain  nothing  con-r 
trary  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Gnostics.  For  they  ad- 
mitted that  the  Word  was  an  JEon,  and  therefore  a* 
Deity  in  the  lower  sense  of  the  word. 

The  proofs  of  this  position  are  contained  in  the 
fifth,  tenth,  (ver,  3(X),  and  fourteenth  (ver.  7 — 11.) 
chapters. 

5.  The  Word  was  the  Creator  pf  all  things,  ch.  1. 3. 
10. 

This  is  one  of  St.  John's  principal  positions  against 
the  Gnostics,  who  asserted,  that  the  world,  as  it  con* 
tains  evil  mixed  with  good,,  was  made  by  a  malevolent, 
and,  according  to  Cerinthus,  by  an  inferior  Being, 
who  knew  not  the  Supreme  Being14.  The  assertion, 
that  the  Word  was  the  Creator  of  the  world,  is  equi- 
valent to  the  assertion,  that  he  was  God  in  the  highest 
possible  sense.  In  whatever  form  or  manner  we  may 
think  of  GodJ  the  notion  of  Creator  is  inseparable, 
from  the  notion  of  Supreme  Being.  We  argue  from 
the  creation  to  the  creator ;  and  this  very  argument  is 
our  proof  of  the  existence  of  God. 

The  only  passage  which  can  be  produced  as  a  proof 
of  the  position  here  laid  down  by  St.  John  is  ch.  v.  17* 
where  a  conversation  is  related  between  Christ  and  the 
Jews,  who  accused  him  of  having  violated  the  sabbath, 
because  he  had  performed  miracles  on  that  day.  To 
this  charge  Christ  might  have  answered  that  the  per- 
formance of  a  miracle  was  no  more  a  violation  of  the 
sabbath  than  the  performance  of  religious  ceremonies : 

■  Virtus  valde  separata  et  distans  ab  ea  principalitate,  quae  est 
super  universa,  et  ignorans  eum  qui  est  super  omnia  Deum.  Xrenseus 
adr.  Here*.  Lib.  1.  c.  26. 
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but  be  answered  in  a  different  manner,  and  said,  '  My 
Father  worketh  hitherto,  and  I  work/  The  word 
1  hitherto'  refers  to  the  time  when  God  ceased  to  work, 
namely  on  the  first  sabbath,  when  God  rested  after  he 
had  finished  the  work  of  the  creation.  This  rest, 
which  Moses  ascribes  to  the  Creator,  admits  of  no 
other  explanation,  than  that  he  ceased  to  operate  im- 
mediately on  the  world,  and  that  he  left  nature  to  take 
the  course,  which- he  had  originally  directed*  Henoe 
every  miracle,  which  is  a  deviation  from  the  course  of 
nature,  may  be  considered  as  a  departure  from  the 
rule,  which  God  prescribed  to  himself,  and  as  a  kind 
of  violation  of  the  first  sabbath,  because  a  miracle  im- 
plies God's  interference.  The  meaning  therefore  of 
Christ's  answer  is  the  following.  '  God  himself  some- 
times breaketh  the  great  Sabbath,  of  which  your  sab- 
bath is  only  a  type.  After  he  had  finished  the  work 
of  the  creation,  he  rested  indeed  on  the  seventh  day  : 
yet  he  still  worketh,  and  I  work  with  him.9  Whoever 
speaks  in  this  manner,  and  describes  himself  as  breaking, 
with  G  od,  the  great  sabbath,  which  commenced  when  the 
creation  was  completed,  respresents  himself  as  the  Crea- 
tor of  heaven  and  earth,  who  rested  on  the  seventh  day. 

6.  In  the  Word  was  Life,  ch.  i.  4. 

The  Gnostics  who  considered  the  different  attributes 
or  operations  of  the  Deity  not  only  as  so  many  separate 
energies,  but  as  so  many  separate  persons,  considered 
Life  as  a  distinct  JEon  from  the  Word.  Without 
this  JEon  the  world,  they  said,  would  be  in  a  state  of 
tot-por :  and  hence  they  called  it  not  only  Life,  hut.  the 
Mother  of  the  Living9.     From  this  iEon  therefore 

w  It  is  not  improbable  that  this  name  was  borrowed  by  the  Gnos- 
tics from  the  following  passage  in  the  Septuagint,  Gen.  iii.  20.  K«» 

ixaAicri*  A&ap  to  oMpa  mt  ywaucof  atnrtr,  Z*u,  oti  fwrij*  v*rr*»w    tmw 

£*rrtfr.  Here  Z*d  is  nothing  more  than  a  translation  of  the  Hebrew 
name  for  Eve :  but  the  Gnostics  in  reading  this  passage,  thought  on 
their  JEon  Zm,  and  hence  perhaps  gave  it  likewise  the  title  of  ftvnp 
varrut  mr  fan**.    The  oriental  name  of  this  iEon  was  Barbelo,  or 
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might  be  expected  the  resurrection  of  the  dead,  and 
eternal  life.  In  the  religi6us  books  of  the  Sabians  we 
meet  with  ^  lyj^o,  that  is,  the  Disciple  of  Light,  who 
is  represented  as  a  person  of  the  greatest  eminence.  In 
opposition  to  these  doctrines,  St.  John  asserts  that  the 
Word,  and  not  a  Being,  distinct  from  the  Word,  Wad 
the  giver  of  life. 

The  proofs  of  this  position  are  in  ch.  iii.  15 — 21.  the 
whole  of  the  sixth,  and  the  greatest  part  of  the  eighth 
chapter,  as  also  ch.  xiv.  6.  9-  19*  But  no  part  of  St. 
John's  Gospel  is  a  more  complete  proof  of  this  posi- 
tion, than  his  full  and  circumstantial  account  of  the 
resurrection  of  Lazarus,  which  the  other  Evangelists 
had  omitted.  Particular  attention  must  be  paid  to  ch.  xi, 
23,  24.  which  is  a  very  decisive  passage. 

7.  The  Word  was  the  Light  of  men,  which  lighteth 
every  man,  that  cometh  into  the  world,  ch.  i.  4.  9. 

Id  the  Gnostic  system  Light,  as  well  as  Life,  was  a 
separate  Being,  which  gave  intelligence  to  the  mind,  as 
Life  gave  vigour  and  motion  to  the  body*.  This  is 
denied  by  St.  John,  who  asserts  that  the  Word  was 
the  Light,  that  is,  the  giver  of  light  By  the  expres- 
sion, € light  which  lighteth  every  man  that  cocneth  into 
the  world/  he  means  the  light  of  nature,  or  reason : 
for  revelation  is  not  universal,  and  of  course  does  not 
light  every  man  that  cometh  into  the  world. 

The  proofs  of  this  position  are  the  passages  in  the 
eighth  and  ninth  chapters,  where  Christ  calls  himself 
the  Light.  It  is  true  that  these  passages  alone,  and 
without  reference  to  the  Gnostic  system,  do  not  im- 
mediately prove,  that  Christ  was  the  giver  of  reason. 

* 

Barbero,  which  Petavius  derives  from  f?pi  *)l  (Son  of  the  Lord). 
But  this  etymology  conveys  neither  the  notion  of  Life  itself,  nor  of 
the  Author  of  Life :  and  moreover  makes  this  JEon  masculine, 
whereas  it  is  represented  as  feminine.  Perhaps  the  name  was  ori- 
ginally Bartelo,  and  derived  {ou^s  L\z±  (Daughter  of  God). 

»  The  Sabian  doctrine  of  Light  will  be  examined  in  the  two  next 
articles. 
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But,  since  the  Gnostics  believed,  that  they  received 
their  rational  faculties  from  a  particular  Mon9  which 
they  called,  Light,  the  proof  that  the  Word  was  the 
Light,  was  sufficient  to  shew,  that  what  they  ascribed 
to  this  imaginary  JEon,  should  be  ascribed  to  the 
Word. 

8.  John  the  Baptist  was  not  that  Light,  ch.  i.  8. 

The  Sabians,  or  Disciples  of  John  the  Baptist,  call 
the  Baptism  of  John,  at  this  very  day,  the  Baptism  of 
Light,  and  assert  that  John  was  invested  with  light  and 
raised  to  the  highest  pitch  of  glory.  It  is  difficult  how* 
ever  fully  to  comprehend  their  meaning.  In  the  first 
place  they  describe  God  as  Light,  and  make  use  of  ex* 
pressions,  which,  if  taken  figuratively,  are  true,  and  are 
very  similar  to  the  expressions  used  by  our  Evangelist  in 
his  first  Epistle.  But  they  likewise  speak  of  a  Being  called 
Light,  as  distinct  from  the  Supreme  Being,  which  united 
itself  with  John  the  Baptist,  at  the  time  when  he  bap* 
tized  a  celestial  Being,  which  appeared  to  him  in  the 
form  of  a  little  child.  I  will  not  attempt  to  deveiope 
the  obscure  and  confused  system  of  the  Sabians j  but 
since  several  parts  of  it  may  be  applied  as  an  explana- 
tion of  the  fourteen  first  verses  of  St  John's  Gospel,  I 
will  here  quote  from  their  religious  books  as  much  as  is 
necessary  for  6ur  present  purpose. 

'  In  the  name  of  the  great  Life,  the  first  and  the  last 
of  the  world,  the  glorious  Light,  more  glorious  than 
all  works.  I,  Apostle  of  the  Light7,  (|}ok-j»  i***^*) 
am  come,  and  glorified  thee,  thou  King  of  Light  % 
and  enlighten  the  hearts  of  darkness  with  my  word. — 
I  aui  the  Apostle  of  the  Light,  whom  the  Lord  seat 
into  the  world,  the  true  Apostle,  in  whom  there  is  no 

r  It  will  appear  from  what  follows,  that  by  the  expression  '  Apostle 
of  the  Light'  is  meant  John  the  Baptist. 

*  In  opposition  to  this,  Christ  says,  iy*  at  li^oro  m  w  y*c 
John  xvii.  14. 

t 
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deceit  Whoever  receiveth  the  name  of  Light6,  will 
be  filled  with  light. — Praised  be  thou,  O  Lord,-  with 
sincere  hearts,  thou  Lord  of  all  the  world,  thou  exalted 
King  of  Light,  God  of  truth,  pure  Splendor,  Forgiver, 
and  merciful  God. — His  Light  shineth  over  all  tho 
inhabitants  of  the  world,  who  stand  before  him,  and 
worship,  and  acknowledge  him ;  who  shine  through 
bis  brightness,  and  through  the  great  Light,  which 
dffelleth  over  them,  and  stand  in  the  clouds  of  the 
light,  and  praise  the  Sovereign  Lordb. — He  is  the 
exalted  King  of: Light,  from  whom  five  great  rays 
proceed ;  the  first  is  the  Light c,  the  second  is  the 
sweet  Breath,  the  third  is  the  sweet  Voice,  the  fourth 
is  tbe  Word  of  the  mouth d,  the  fifth  is  Beauty.  These 
opened  their  mouths,  praised  him  and  said,  Thy  Glory 
is  from  the  Word,  from  the  Word  of  Athor ;  he  has 
set  apart  the  Apostles,  who  stand  before  thee,  and  praise 
thee,  and  say,  He  is  a  Key  of  Light  in  his  kingdom, 
no  one  is  higher  than  he,  no  one  is  equal  to  him,  there 
is  no  one,  who  can  bear  to  behold  bis  crown,  which 
falieth.not  from  the  head  of  the  King,  who  is  from  the 
beginning,  and  whose  kingdom  lasteth  to  eternity.' 

That,  which  now  follows,  relates  more  particularly  to 
John  the  Baptist. 

1  In  the  name  of  the  great  Light !  These  are  the  laws 
of  John  the  Baptist  When  he  baptized  in  th§  Jordan 
of  living  water  with  the  baptism  of  Life,   and  pro* 

•  That  is,  whosoever  receives  the  Light,  and  is  baptized  in  the 
name  of  the  Light. 

*  A  great  part  of  what  has  been  quoted  thus  far,  if  we  deduct 
some  obscurities,  contains  nothing  more,  than  what  the  Apostle  St. 
John  himself  might  have  delivered,  and  really  has  delivered  in  his 


c  Here  we  find  a  Light,  which  is  not  God  himself,  but  proceeds 
from  him,  and  is  a  kind  of  Gnostic  &on,  or  emanation. 

*  The  expression  used  in  the  Syriac  original  is,  \sgq&i  jf^oto.- 
Whether  this  expression  bears  any  analogy  to  the  Aoyo* ,  1  must  leave 
the  reader  to  determine. 
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nounced   the    name  of  Life,    the   Disciple  of  Life 
(]  -  rr!  1jA>)  came  to  him,  and  said,  Arise,  John,  bap- 
tize me  h  ith  thy  baptism,  and  pronounce  over  me  the 
name,  which  thou  art  accustomed  to  pronounce,   John 
said  to  the  Disciple  of  Life,  I  am  sleepy,  come  to- 
morrow, and  I  will  baptize  thee.    When  the  Disciple 
of  Life  stood  at  the  place  of  all  light  and  glory*,  he 
said,  I  beseech  thee,  thou  second,  and  thou  third  Life, 
may  sleep  come  on  the  eyes  of  John  twelve  hours  by 
day,  and  twelve  hours  by  night,  full  four  and  twenty 
hours.    He  slept  then  day  and  night :  but  the  Disciple 
of  Life, .  laid  his  right  hand  on  the  eye  of  John,  and 
removed  the  sleep,  and  said,  Peace  be  with  thee,  John! 
John  said  to  the  Disciple  of  Life,  Come  in  peace,  my 
child !  The  Disciple  of  Life,  said,  Stretch  out  thy  arms, 
take  me,  and  baptize  me  with  thy  baptism  of  life,  and 
pronounce  over  me  the  name,  which  (hou  art  accus- 
tomed to  pronounce.    John  answered  to  the  Disciple 
of  Life,  That  cannot  be !     But  the  scholars f  of  John 
earnestly  requested   him:  he   baptized  therefore   the 
Disciple  of  Life.    As  soon  as  the  Jordan  perceived 
the  Disciple  of  Life,  the  river  overflowed,  and  covered 
John  himself,  so  that  he  could  not  stand.    The  lustre 
of  the  Disciple  of  Life  shone  over  the  Jordan,  the 
Jordan  returned  within  its  banks,  and  John  stood  on 
dry  ground.— -John  said  to  the  Disciple  of  Life,  Thou 
art  he,  in  whose  name  I  have  baptized  with  the  baptism 
of  life :  lay  thy  hand  on  me.    The  disciple  of  Life  an- 
swered, If  1  lay  my  hand  on  thee,  tbou  canst  not  remain 
in  thy  body.     John  said,  I  have  seen  thee :  J  will  not 

*  b  this  a  Gnostic  rX*ppp«  ? 

f  I  purposely  use  here  the  word  *  scholar9  instead  of  *  disciple/ 
in  order  to  preserve  the  distinction,  which  is  made  in  the  religious 
documents  of  the  Sabians.  Where  I  have  used  the  word '  disciple/ 
the  Syriac  word  IrJu^o  is  used  in  the  original :  but  in  the  present 
place  },  «Y)N£  is  used,  and  therefore  I  thought  it  necessary  to  adopt 
another  term  in  translating  this  nonsense,  which  is  almost  sufficient 
to  make  one's  head  giddy.  .» 
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remain  here :  exclude  me  not  from  the  place,  whence 
tbou  earnest,  and  whither  thou  goest.  Then  threw  the 
Angel  of  Light  the  covering  of  the  body  (j^doo;  l#a->x) 
of  John  into  the  Jordan  *,  wrapt  him  in  a  covering  6f 
glory,  and  put  on  him  the  beautiful  turban  of  light, 
Upon  this,  the  Disciple  of  Life  went  away  from  John. 
When  Fetaehil  saw  the  Disciple  of  Life,  he  arose  from 
bis  throne,  and  praised  him.  But  John  said  to  Fetaehil, 
The  return  (|Zaa*£)  of  Life  is  to  thee  and  to  thy  father 
Utro  (Wealth) h,  and  it  has  given  thee  commands  and 
sent  thee  hither.  The  Disciple  came  then  to  the  outer 
court  of  Abatur  the  sublime  :  a  thousand  times  a  thou- 
sand lift  up  their  eyes  to  him  \  and  ten  thousand 
times  ten  thousand  stand  before  him.  When  Abatur 
saw  the  Disciple  of  Life,  he  arose  from  his  throne k; 
Four  men  of  peace,  the  living  Eye,  the  living  Name, 
the  living  Glory,  and  the  living  Light,  took  John  by 
the  hand,  led  him  to  the  place  of  Truth,  and  said  ; 
Let  us  see  a  man,  who  comes  from  the  earth,  a  just 
and  upright  one.  Abatur,  the  ancient  clothed  some  of 
them  with  glory,  others  with  light.  But  John  stood 
at  the  place  of  all  glory  and  of  all  light,  and  said,  I 
beseech  thee,  thou  first  Life,  thou  second  Life,  and  tbou 
third  Life,  that  to  the  place  of  Light,  where  I  stand, 
may  come  all  honest  and  upright  men,  who  are  written 
in  the  book  of  life,  and  are  baptized  with  pure  baptism, 
over  whom  the  name  of  the  great  Life  has  been  pro- 
nounced/ 


%  Here  then  John  is  represented  as  deprived  of  his  natural  body, 
and  invested  with  a  glorious  one,  in  short  as  becoming  more  than  a 
human  being. 

h  Was  ut  to  vftqgtf/uarof  avra  warra  ik*Go(Atf9  John  i.  Iff.  intended 
as  an  antithesis  to  this  or  some  other  similar  dream  of  an  imaginary 
being  called  Wealth  ? 

*  Behold  hiro. 

fc  Even  Abatur,  therefore,  who  was  much  superior  to  the  Demi- 
urgus  Fetaehil,  is  represented  as  doing  homage  to  the  Disciple  of 
Life. 
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9.  John  the  Baptist  was  a  mere  man.  Ver.  6. 

It  appears  from  what  has  been  said  in  the  preceding 
article,  that  the  Sabians  considered  John  the  Baptist  as 
a  being  of  a  higher  order,  who  laid  aside  the  covering 
of  humanity  in  the  river  Jordan,  and  was  invested  with 
a  clothing  of  light. 

10.  John  the  Baptist  was  not  the  light,  but  was  sent 
to  bear  witness  of  the  Light.  Ver.  3. 

The  Sabians,  or  disciples  of  John  the  Baptists  are  at 
present  of  different  opinions  with  respect  to  the  cha* 
racier  of  Jesus ;  for  some  passages  in  their  religious 
writings  condemn  him  as  an  impostor,  and  as  a  person 
who  was  guilty  of  ingratitude  toward  John  the  Baptist 
But  this  opinion  was  not  maintained  by  the  Sabians  of 
the  "first  century,  at  least  not  by  those  against  whom  St. 
John  the  Evangelist  wrote  his  Gospel:  nor  was  it 
maintained  by  the  members  of  this  sect,  of  whom  we 
find  an  Account  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles.  Accord- 
ing to  Professor  Norberg,  when  the  Sabians  of  the  pre- 
sent age  are  asked  their  opinion  concerning  Jesus  Christ, 
they  answer  as  follows.  '  We  neither  believe  in  Christ, 
nor  disbelieve  in  him  :  and  those,  who  believe  in  him, 
we  neither  condemn,  nor  approve.  But  this  we  believe, 
that  whoever  believeth  in  the  light  of  the  Lord,  and 
the  baptism  of  John,  his  soul  will  after  death  be  par- 
taker of  the  Light :  but  if  he  believeth  not,  his  soul 
will  be  partaker,  of  punishment1.'  They  likewise  say : 
Our  doctrines  are  more  ancient  than  the  Christian: 
these  were  not  known  to  John,  and  John  is  our  mas- 


ter 'V 


The  proof  of  the  position  laid  down  in  this  article 
the  Evangelist  Jias  given,  ch.  i.  15,  16.  19 — 52.  iii. 
225 — 56.  v.  33 — 36.  In  the  last  mentioned  passage, 
ver.  35.  the  Evangelist  mentions  an  expression  used  by 
Christ  concerning  John  the  Baptist,  'Eicavocnv  oXv^voc 
o  Kaio/uvoc  icai  4>aivwv.     Here  it  must  be  observed  that 

1  See  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XV.  p.  148. 
■  Ibid.  p.  149. 
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the  word  Xvyyog  is  by  no  means  equivalent  to  ^«c :  for 
the  latter  signifies  Light  itself,  but  the  former  corres- 
ponds to  the  Hebrew  word  *U,  and  denotes  only  a  light, 
in  the  sense  in  which  we  use  the  term  wax-ligbt.  When 
therefore  John  the  Baptist  is  called  a  light,  or  a  lumi- 
nary, it  is  evident  that  this  luminary,  which  shone  only 
for  a  time,  and  only  to  a  single  nation,  is  represented  as 
infinitely  inferior  to  Christ;  who  calls  himself  *  The 
Light  of  the  World/ 

1 1.  The  Light  was  in  the  world.  Ver.  10. 

This  is  a  counter  position  against  the  Gnostic  or 
Oriental  doctrine,  which  made  ^matter  the  region  of 
darkness,  and  the  cause  of  evil ;  and  placed  the  region 
of  Light  without  the  limits  of  the  visible  world.  The 
Gnostics  therefore  maintained,  that  the  light  was  not 
in  the  world. 

18.  The  world  was  made  by  him,  and  the  world 
knew  him  not.  Ver.  10. 

This  is  directed  against  that  tenet  of  the  Gnostics, 
according  to  which  the  world  was  made,  not  by  the 
Supreme,  but  by  an  inferior  Being,  which  they  called 
Fetachil,  who,  they  say,  rises  from  his  seat,  when  the 
Disciple  of  Light  approaches. 

IS.  The  fifth  verse  contains  a  position  similar  to  the 
preceding ;  but  I  do  not  fully  comprehend  its  tendency, 
because  I  neither  know  what  tenet  it  was  intended  to 
confute,  nor  understand  exactly  the  force  of  the  word 
jcar«Xa&.  Did v  St.  John  mean  to  say,  *  The  Light 
shone  in  the  dark  world,  and  communicated  to  the 
human  race  inextinguishable  sparks  of  reason :  and  the 
darkness  could  not  prevent  or  impede  it?9  Or  did 
he  mean  to  combat  a  tenet  similar  to  that  of  the 
Manich&ans,  according  to  which  the  particles  of  Light 
were  absorbed  by  dark  and  sin-producing  matter, 
and  to  say,  '  The  Light  did  not  unite  itself  with  dark- 
ness?' 

14.  He  came  to  his  own,  and  his  own  received  bim 
not  Ver.  11. 
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Here  the  Jews  are  called  the  cho&n  people  x>f  the 
Light,  in  opposition  to  the  Gnostics,  who  asserted  that 
the  God  of  the  Jews  was  an  inferior  and  malevolent 
Being.  As  proofs  of  this  position,  we  cannot  produce 
any  passages,  in  which  the  Jews  are  said  in  express 
terms  to  have  been  the  chosen  people  of  the  Light  : 
but  there  are  many  passages  which  prove  that  the  God 
of  the  Jews,  who  sent  Moses,  was  the  true  God,  and 
father  of  Jesus  Christ  See  ch.  iv.  22.  v.  39-  46,  47. 
viii.  54. 

15.  This  eminent  person,  hitherto  called  Word, 
Light,  Life,  did  not  merely  accompany  the  man  Jesus 
during  a  certain  period,  but  really  and  truly  became 
man.     Ver.  14. 

Here  St.  John  combats  that  tenet  of  the  Gnostics, 
according  to  which  the  JEon  Christ  associated  itself  with 
the  man  Jesus  at  his  baptism,  but  left  him  before  bis 
death.  The  Gnostics  denied  that  the  eternal  Son  of 
God  took  man's  nature,  and  became  flesh,  because  they 
considered  Matter  as  the  origin  of  Evil,  and  incompa- 
tible with  Good. 

All  the  passages  of  St.  John's  Gospel,  in  which  the 
man  Jesus,  speaking  in  the  first  person,  asserts  of  him- 
self what  cannot  be  attributed  to  any  human  Being,  for 
instance,  that  he  was  in  Heaven,  that  he  existed  before 
Abraham,  cb.  viii.  58.  are  proofs  of  the  position  laid 
down  in  this  article. 

16.  Christ  was  full  of  Grace  and  Truth,  ch.  i.  14. 
In  the  Gnostic  system,  Grace  and  Truth  were  two 

Mom:  but  St.  John  asserts  that  they  were  only  two 
qualities  belonging  to  Christ  Further,  as  Christ  is  here 
said  to  be  full  of  grace,  and  in  ver.  17.  the  law  of 
Moses  is  opposed  to  the  grace  of  Christ,  it  follows  that 
the  former  is  superseded  by  the  latter.  Hence  this 
-position  is  likewise  a  counterposition  against  Cerinthus 
in  particular,  who  wished  to  retain  at  least  some  parts  of 
the  Mosaic  layv. 
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The  principal  proofs  are  contained  in  ch.  iv.  19—26.  ' 
in  ch.  v.  8.  (where  Christ  commanded  a  sick  person, 
whom  he  had  restored  to  health,  to  take  away  with  him 
his  bed,  though  it  was  on  a  sabbath  day,)  and  in  the 
sixth  chapter.  ,  In  the  discourse  delivered  in  this  chap- 
ter, Christ  says  to  the  Jews,  who  were  going  up  to 
Jerusalem  to  celebrate  the  feast  of  the  passover,  that 
his  flesh  and  blood  was  the  food  which  givetli  life : 
acd  as  some  took  offence  at  this  saying,  because  it 
seemed  to  imply  the  inefficacy  of  the  Passover,  he 
answered  *  It  is  the  spirit  (that  is,  the  spirit  of  the  law) 
which  quickeneth,  the  flesh  profiteth  nothing:  the 
words,  that  I  speak  unto  you,  they  are  spirit,  and 
they  are  life  V  The  story  of  the  adulteress,  ch.  viiL 
1 — 11.  seems  likewise  to  be  a  proof  of  this  article.  By 
the  law  of  Moses,  a  woman  taken  in  adultery  was  to  be 
put  to  death :  but  in  this  instance  Christ  interfered!  and 
the  sentence  was  not  executed. 

17.  Through  faith,  and  not  through  birth  Or  paren- 
tage, we  become  the  sons  of  God.  Ver.  12,  13. 

To  what  tenet  of  the  Gnostics  this  doctrine  was 
opposed  I  am  unable  to  say,  as  our  accounts  of  their 
system  are  very  imperfect.  But,  since  we  know  that 
Cerinthus,  who  in  many  respects  differed  from  other 
Gnostics,  was  attached  to  some  parts  of  the  Mosaic 
law,  it  is  not  improbable  that  he  considered  the  Jews 
as  having,  in  consequence  of  their  birth,  •  a  prior  claim 
to  the  favour  of  God.— The  proofs  of  the  position  laid 
down  in  this  article  are  contained  in  that  part  of  Christ's 
discourse  with  Nicodemus,  which  relates  to  regene- 
ration, and  in  the  account  of  the  conversion  of  the 
Samaritans. 

These  are  the  positions  which  St.  John  has  laid  down 
in  express  terms.  But  whoever  is  acquainted  with  the 
doctrine  of  the  Gnostics  will  perceive,  that  there  are 

•  See  the  explanation,  which  I  have  given  of  this  passage,  in 
the  first  section  of  my  Typical  Theology,  and  the  passage  there 
quoted  from  Philo. 
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other  parts  of  St  John's  Gospel,  in  which  the  Evan* 
gelist  had  the  Gnostics  in  view;  especially  the  four- 
teenth, fifteenth,  and  sixteenth  chapters,  which  contaia 
the  promises  of  Christ  respecting  the  assistance,  which 
the  Apostles  were  to  receive  from  the  Holy  Ghost. 
The  Gnostics  accused  the  Apostles  of  having  misunder- 
stood the  meaning  of  Christ,  and  of  having  forgotten 
many  of  his  doctrines :  moreover  they  asserted,  that 
the  words  of  Christ  alone  were  authority,  and  that  the 
doctrines  delivered  by  the  Apostles  were  no  more  ex- 
empt from  the  danger  of  error,  than  the  theological 
opinions  of  other  writers.  The  notion  of  the  Gnostics 
could  not  be  better  confuted,  than  by  a  relation  of 
those  speeches  of  Christ,  in  which  he  promised  them, 
that  the  Holy  Ghost  would  remind  them  of  what  they 
had  already  heard,  and  reveal  to  them  truths*  which 
he  himself  could  not  communicate,  on  account  of  their 
present  inability  to  comprehend  them.  Further,  as 
the  Gnostics  admitted  the  personality  of  the  Holy 
Ghost,  and  considered  him  as  an  iEon  distinct  from 
Christ,  it  is  evident  that  St.  John,  who  no  where  says 
that  the  word  was  the  Holy  Ghost,  but  on  the  coo* 
trary  has  recorded  speeches  of  Christ,  in  which  be  is 
represented  as  a  distinct  person,  intended  to  support 
the  doctrine  relative  to  the  personality  of  the  Holy 
Ghost. 

Lastly,  the  passages  which  occur  in  the  fourteenth,  fif- 
teenth, and  sixteenth  chapters  relative  to  the  union  of 
the  Christian  Church,  and  the  command  of  love  and 
charity,  were  directed  against  tho$e,  who  endeavoured 
to  introduce  divisions  in  the  church,  and  to  promote 
the  persecution  of  the  faithful. 
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SECTION  VI. 

St.  John  had  read  the  three  first  Gospels  before  he  wrote 

his  own  . 

I  have  already  mentioned  in  the  second  section  of 
this  chapter,  that  according  to  a  passage  in  the  Ec- 
clesiastical history  of  Eusebius,  St.  John  had  read 
the  three  first  Gospels,  and  supplied  what  his  predeces- 
sors had  omitted.  Eusebius  however  has  not  mentioned 
it  as  an  indisputable  historical  fact,  but  introduces  it 
with  the  word  fa<n  (they  say),  and  consequently  has 
only  given  it  as  a  report.  The  passage  is  as  follows, 
Hist  Eccles.  Lib.  III.  cap.  24.  HSij SeMapjce  tcai  Asm* 

twit  gar*  avraq  tuay ysXtwv  tijv  e/cSotxiv  TCTrottyuvaiv,  luawi)* 
^aox,  rov  wavra  yjpovov  aypa<f>^>  Ktypryxivov  Kxipvypnxt,  reXoc 
Kai  ««  ttjv  ypa$r\v  sXOeiVj  roia<r$s  yapiv  curiae*  Taiv  rpo* 
avaypatytvrw  rpiwv  etc  iravrac  i|8if  *cai  etc  avrav  SiaSeSopc- 
vw,  aTO$e£aodai  fuv  $a<Jtv,  aXriOuaq  auroic  arifiapTvpitaavrc^ 
povqv  Se  apa  XaircirOai  ry  ypa^p  tijv  iregc  twv  sv  irgwroic  k<u 
car  ap^ftiv  ts  KypvyfiaroQ  airors  Xpirs  7T£7rpay/LUVwv  Sii|yi|<ru% 

But  though  Eusebius  delivers  this  account  only  as  a 
report,  and  that  part  of  it  which  relates  to  the  motive, 
by  which  St.  John  was  induced  to  write  his  Gospel,  if 
not  quite  accurate,  we  must  not  therefore  conclude 
that  the  whole  was  devoid  of  foundation.  Clement  of 
Alexandria,  an  author  of  great  importance  on  the  pre- 
sent question,  since  he  wrote  only  a  hundred  years  after 
St.  John,  has  likewise  asserted  that  our  Evangelist  had 
seen  the  three  first  Gospels :  but  here  again,  the  motive 
wliich  Clement  assigns  for  the  composition  of  Su  John's 
Gospel,  is  liable  to  objection.     His  words  are0,  to* 

■  Of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  Eusebius  had  spoken  immediately 
before. 

This  passage  from  the  works  of  Clement  is  quoted  by  Eusebius. 
Eccles.  Lib,  VI.  cap.  14. 
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fitvroi  IciMivviyv  tayarov  owiSovraorcra  ow/uircjca  cv  rocc  tvay- 
•yeXioic  ScSiiXwrat,  irporpairevra  mro  t«v  yvtopifxwv,  irvtvpart 
§£o^opi)0Evra  jrvcv/uirijcov  iroii)<rai  evayycXiov.  Now  that 
St  John's  object  was  to  Write  an  cvayytXcov  nvtvparucov, 

because  his  predecessors  had  written  only  fvayycXta 
aa/ianga,  I  think  not  very  probable,  because  there  are 
many  parts  of  St.  John's  Gospel,  which  likewise  come 
under  the  latter  description ;  for  instance,  his  accounts 
of  the  cure  of  diseases,  and  of  the  restoration  of  a  dead 
person.  If  Clement  had  said  that  the  three  first  Gos- 
pels contained  chiefly  points  of  morality,  but  that  of  St. 
John  articles  of  faith,  his  assertion  would  have  been 
knore  credible. 

It  appears  then  that  we  have  no  indisputable  histo- 
rical evidence  in  favour  of  the  opinion,  that  the  three 
first  Gospels  were  known  to  St  John.  But  on  the 
other  hand,  as  it  is  incredible  that  three  Gospels  written 
before  that  of  St  John  should  have  remained  unknown 
to  him*  we  may  safely  conclude  that  the  fact  is  true, 
notwithstanding  the  weakness  of  our  historical  evidence. 
Besides  there  are  internal  marks  in  St  John's  Gospel, 
which  imply  that  the  author  was  not  only  acquainted 
with  the  contents  of  the  three  first  Gospels,  but  that  be 
presupposed  the  same  of  his  readers.  Dr.  Semler  indeed 
has  endeavoured  to  shew,  and  likewise  from  internal 
marks,  that  St  John  was  not  acquainted  with  the 
Gospels  of  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St  Luke. 
For  this  purpose  he  has  quoted  ch.  xx.  30.  where  St. 
John  says,  '  And  many  other  signs  truly  did  Jesus  in 
the  presence  of  his  disciples,  which  are  not  written  in 
this  book.9  Hence  Dr.  Semler  argues,  that,  as  St  John 
speaks  only  sf  his  own  Gospel,  and  is  totally  silent 
with  respect  to  any  other,  the  other  Gospels  were  un- 
known to  him.  But  the  inference  is  without  foun- 
dation ;  for  a  writer  may  be  well  acquainted  with  the 
works  of  his  predecessors,  and  yet  not  mention  them. 
In  the  Preface  to  my  Dogmatical  Theology,  though  it 
consists  of  not  less  than  ten  pages,  I  have  not  mentioned 
the  name  of  a  single  writer  on  this  subject,  my  principal 
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object  having  been  to  explain  to  the  reader  the  purport 
of  my  own  book :  yet  1  hope  that  no  reader  would  . 
conclude  from  this  silence  that  I  t^ave  never  seen  the 
systems  of  Quenstedt  and  Baumgarten. 

Whoever,  turns  to  the  Table  of  Contents  to  the  four 
Gospels,  which  I  have  given  above,  in  ch.  ii.  sect.  7.  and 
observes  the  many  important  accounts,  which  are  given 
by  the  three  first  Evangelists,  but  are  wholly  omitted 
by  St.  John,   will  perceive  that  such  omissions   are 
inexplicable  on  any  other  supposition,  than  that  St.  John 
was  well  assured,  that  his  readers  had  already  a  know* 
ledge  of  those  accounts  from  the  three  first  Evangelists. 
As  the  subject  is  of  some  importance,  I  will  mention  a 
few  examples p.    In  the  above-mentioned  Table,  N°.  42. 
the  restoration  of  Jairus's  daughter,  to  which  St.  John 
was  eye-witness,  in  company  with  St.  Peter  and  St. 
James,   and  to  the  exclusion  of  all  the  other  Apostles*. 
The  relation  of  this  miracle  might  very  properly  have 
accompanied    that  of   the    resurrection  of   Lazarus. 
N°.  26.  the  election  of  the  twelve  Apostles ;  though 
St.  John  has  afterwards  devoted  almost  four  chapters, 
from  the  fourteenth  to  the  seventeenth  inclusively,  to 
the  description  of  the  privileges  of  the  Apostles,   and 
the  promises  made  to  them.     N°.  46.   the  question 
proposed  to  Jesus  by  John  the  Baptist,  whether  he  was 
tbe  Messias,    with   the  answer    to   John's   question  : 
though  the  answer  would  have  been  very  suitable  to 
the  purport  of  St.  John's  Gospel.     N°.  51.  the  be- 
heading of  John  the  Baptist;  though  our  Evangelist 
was  once   his  disciple,  and  has  introduced   into  his 
Gospel  many  parts  of  John's  history,  which  promoted 
the  object,  for  which  he  wrote.     N°.  63.  the  transfi- 
guration of  Jesus,  though  St.  John  was  eye-witness  to 
it,  and  no  other   Apostle,   except  St.  Peter  and  St. 


*  I  do  not  quote  St.  John's  omission  of  the  sermon  on  the 
mount,  as  an  instance,  because  he  might  have  omitted  it,  on  ac- 
count of  its  being  unintelligible  ta  readers,  who  were  not  acquaint- 
ed with  the:  Pharisaic  doctrines. 
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JdrineS.  Further,  the  vdry  important  dfecotirsefe  deli- 
vered by  Chrfet,  N°.  ^8— 107.  Nor  hta  be  mentioeed 
the  institution  of  the  Lord's  supper,  in  which  efrery 
Christian  is  particularly  inttfetted*  thettgb  he  bad  re- 
lated, in  cb.  tiiii.  the  lets  ithpott&M  ceremony  erf  Christ's 
Mrihihg  (he  fefet  6f  his  disc&ples/  The  tscebsibu  likewise 
he  hSs  passed  olefin  total  fcitenoe,  though  be  had  men- 
tkmtid,  ch.  vl.  62i  x*.  17.  tWo  declarations  riiade  by 
Christ  at  diflfereht  titbei*  that  be  should  ttedend  inuy 
hfcaven,  dnd  etmtfeqtietitly  bed  prepared  the  reader  to 
expect  an  accdurit  of  the  events  taking  place* 

Other  examples  may  be  produced^  which  are  atill 
A0re  decisive  than  the  preceding ;  for  they  relate  not 
oMy  td  material  fact^,  which  St  Jbhii  hds  otnitted,  but 
to  fttets,  which  ttiust  hecesfcarily  bd  known  before  his 
Gbspel  cab  be  intelligible.  Sach  facts  St  John  would 
certainly  not  have  dtaitted,  unless  be  had  knows  that 
Ids  readers  were  already  acquainted  tfith  them :  for  be 
id  more  £latn  and  perspicuous  hi  his  narrative,  than  any 
other  Writer  either  of  the  Old  or  of  the  New  Tfesfemeht< 
Of  this  kirid  the  following  are  examples* 

Ch.  i.  15.  c  Tbis  is  he  of  whom  I  spake,  he  that 
tot&eth  After  me  ia  preferred  before  me,  for  he  was 
before  me/  presupposes  a  reader*  wbo  had  already  learnt 
from  the  other  Evangelists,  that  John  the  Baptist,  the 
history  of  whose  ministry  is  entirely  omitted  by  eilr 
Evangelist,  had  made  tbis  declaration. 

He  has  no  where  related  that  Christ  was  baptised  by 
John,  or  that  at  GhrUt's  baptfem  the  Holy  Ghost  de- 
scended upon  him  in  the  shape  of  a  dove.     Yet,  ch*  i. 
S^— 34.  he  introduces  John  the  Baptist*  as  saying  some 
time  after  Christ's  baptifem*  '  I  knew  hint  uot>  but  he 
that  seftt  me  to  b&ptiae  with  water,  the  satae  said  unto 
me,  Updo  whorti  tbou  shalt  see  the  Spirit  descending 
and  remaining  on  him,  the  same  is  be  which  baptizeth 
with  the  Holy  Ghost :  and  I  saw  and  bare  record  that 
this  is   the  Son  of  God/    Our  jfcvangdlist  thfrfefore 
must  have  known  that  his  readers  were  already    Ac- 
quainted with  the  circumstances  trf  Christ's  bajftfetki* 

8 


SECT.  VI.  OF  fl**  joiiw *S  GOSPEL.  307 

he  would  not  have  alluded  to  (hem,  without  having  first 
related  them. 

Ch.  iii,  24*  '  For  John  was  not  yet  cast  into  prison/ 
evidently  implies  that  the  reader  was  already  acquainted 
with  this  fact.  Yet  our  Evangelist  has  not  related  the 
history  of  John's  imprisonment,  and  therefore  he  must 
have  known  that  the  fact  had  been  already  related  by 
bis  predecessors.  The  example  is  the  taore  remarkable, 
as  St.  John  wrote  his  Gospel,  not  in  Judaea,  where  the 
circumstances  of  the  Baptist's  imprisonment  were  kne/wn 
by  report,  but  in  Asia  Minor,  where  they  could  not 
have  been  generally  known,  except  from  written  ac- 
counts. In  ch.  iv.  1—4.  the  place,  to  which  the  histpry 
of  John's  imprisonment  properly  belongs,  ou^  Evan* 
ge  st,  though  be  is  silent  in  regard  to  this  subject,  relates 
Christ's  journey  into  Galilee,  which  according  to  tb* 
accounts  of  the  other  Evangelists  must  have  taken  place 
soon  after  John's  imprisonment,  and  he  is  moreover 
very  circumstantial  in  relating  that  Christ  travelled  at 
that  time  through  Samaria,  a  route  not  usually  taken  by 
the  Jews,  but  which  Christ  probably  chose,  in  order  to 
avoid  going  through  Peraea,  because  Herod  the  tetrarcb* 
who  bad  commanded  John  to  be  imprisoned,  was  then 
in  that  country. 

Ch.  iv.  43,  44,  45.  '  Now  after  two  days  he  de- 
parted thence  and  went  into  Galilee,  for  Jesus  himself 
testified  that  a  prophet  hath  no  honour  in  his  own 
coantry.  Then,  when  he  was  come  into  Galilee,  the 
Galileans  received  him,  &c/  would  be  unintelligible* 
unless  we  knew  from  the  other  Evangelists,  that  Naza- 
reth ia  Galilee  was  the  place  where  Christ  was  educated> 
and  was  therefore  called  bis  country :  that  when  he 
returned  to  this  city  as  a  prophet  and  worker  of  mira- 
cles, -the  inhabitants  not  only  rejected  him,  but  at-* 
templed  to  cast  him  down  from  the  brow  of  the  hill, 
on  which  the  city  was  built:  that  on  this  occasion 
Christ  observed,  that  a  prophet  hath  no  honour  in  his 
own  country,  that  he  therefore  avoided  all  future  con- 
nection  with  Nazareth,  and  confined  himself  to  the 
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other  cities  of  Galilee.  Whoever  has  acquired  a  know- 
ledge of  these  facts  from  the  three  first  Evangelists  will 
find  that  St.  John's  relation  is  perfectly  intelligible, 
and  will  perceive  that  he  has  done  nothing  more  than 
interweave  a  well  known  saying  of  Christ  with  the 
account  of  his  journey  through  Samaria  into  Galilee. 
But  without  a  knowledge  of  these  facts,  our  Evangelist, 
though  remarkable  for  perspicuity,  must  appear  to  be 
enigmatical. 

Ch.  v.  35.  '  He  was  a  burning  and  a  shining  light, 
and  ye  were  willing  for  a  season  to  rejoice  in  his  light/ 
is  a  sentence  which  being  delivered  in  the  past  time, 
implies  that  John  the  Baptist,  to  whom  the  subject 
relates,  was  no  longer  alive.  But  our  Evangelist  has  no 
where  given  an  account  of  his  death :  consequently  he 
presupposed  that  this  fact  was  already  known. 

The  whole  of  the  fifth  chapter  of  St.  John's  Gospel 
is  employed  in  describing  what  Christ  did  in  Jerusalem : 
yet  at  the  very  beginning  of  the  next  chapter,  the  scene 
is  suddenly  and  unexpectedly  changed  to  Galilee  and  the 
sea  of  Tiberias.  '  After  these  things  Jesus  went  over 
the  sea  of  Galilee,  which  is  the  sea  of  Tiberias/  Now 
touch  a  sudden  transition  from  Jerusalem  to  the  sea  of 
Tiberias  is  inexplicable  on  any  other  supposition,  than 
Jhat  St.  John  knew,  that  his  readers  were  already  ac- 
quainted with  Christ's  return  to  Galilee,  and  conse- 
quently that  he  had  left  Jerusalem. 

Cb.  xii.  16.  'These  things  .(namely,  that  Christ  rode 
into  Jerusalem  on  an  ass,  &c.)  understood  not  his  disci- 
pies  at  the  first:  but  when  Jesus  was  glorified,  then  re- 
membered they  that  these  things  were  written  of  him, 
and  that  they  had  done  these  things  unto  him.9  But  what 
the  Apostles  had  done  St.  John  had  not  related  :  conse- 
quently he.  presupposed  the  knowledge  of  it  from  the 
other  Evangelists ;  namely,  that  the  Apostles,  at  the 
qommand  of  Christ,  had  brought  to  him  an  ass,  which 
they  found  tied  by  the  road  side.. 

Ch.  xv.  20..  '  Remember  the.  word  that  I  said  unto 
you,  the  servant  is  not  greater  than  his  lord,  &c.'  im- 
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plies  that  the  reader  had  been  already  informed  of  what 
Christ  bad  said  :  but  this  is  recorded  only  by  the  other 
Evangelists*  add  npt  by  St.  John. 

The  preceding  examples  are  confined  to  the  compass 
of  only  fifteen  chapters  :  and  if  we  examine  St.  John's 
accoupt  of  the  sufferings  and  death  of  Christ,  we  shall 
find  the  inference  deduced  from  these  premises  very 
strongly    confirmed.     No  part  of  Christ's  history  is 
more  circumstantially  described  by  St  John,  than  the 
last  week  of  his  life,   probably  because  the  Evangelist 
himself  was  present  at  every  transaction  of  it.     Yet  on 
the  other  band  he  has  omitted  many  material  circum- 
stances, which  are  recorded  by  the  other  Evangelists. 
In  his  account  of  Peter's  denial  of  Christ  he  mentions 
ch.  xviii.   15,    16.  that  Peter  followed  Christ  into  the* 
house  of -the  high  priest,  and  ver.  £6,  27.  relates,  that 
a  kinsman  of  the  servant,   whose  ear  Peter  had  cut  off, 
asked  him  if  he  were  not  with  Jesus  in  the  garden,  to 
which  Peter  answered  in  the  negative,  and  that  then 
the  cock  crew.     Here  St.-  John  closes  his  account  of 
Peter's  denial  of  Christ,  and  leaves  it  therefore   un- 
finished, though  he  certainly  knew  all  the  other  cir- 
cumstances, and  most  probably  better  than  Peter  him- 
self, who  was  during  the  whole  time  in   a  state  of 
anxiety.      We  must   conclude  then,    that    St.    John 
thought  it  unnecessary  to  relate  the  other  circumstances, 
as  they  had  been  already  related  by  the  other  Evan- 
gelists. 

Of  all  that  Christ  said  and  did,  when  he  stood  before 
Caiaphas,  who,  according  to  St.  John  himself,  was 
properly  the  high  priest  for.  that  year,  the  Evangelist 
has  not  related  a  single  syllable.  He  mentions  merely, 
ch*  xviii.  24*  that  Christ  was  conducted  to  Caiaphas, 
and  ver.  28.  that  he  was  thence  conducted  to  Pilate, 
but  says  nothing  either  of  accusation,  or  sentence.  He 
has  even  omitted  the  account  of  the  false  witnesses, 
though  in  ch,  ii.  20,  2 1 .  he  bad  prepared  his  readers 
to  expect  it.  All  these  facts  therefore  he  concluded 
*ere  already  known  to  his  readers. 
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From  the  twentieth  and  twenty- first  chapters  I  quote 
no  examples,  because  I  have  already  given  them  in  my 
History  of  the  Resurrection.  I  will  only  observe  that 
he  has  not  related  the  command,  which  Christ  ga«e  to 
Iris  disciples  after  his  resurrection,  to  go  into  Galilee ; 
but  as  in  ch.  xxi.  1.  the  scene  is  suddenly  changed 
from  Jerusalem  to  the  sea  of  Tiberias,  he  must  have 
supposed  that  his  readers  were  already  acquainted  with 
this  command.  Lastly,  Christ's  prophecy  of  the  de- 
struction of  Jerusalem  is  no  where  related  by  St.  John 
yet  in  ch.  xxi.  82.  it  is  implied. 


SECTION  VII. 

Of  St.  Johns  M*de  if  Narration. 

Atter  what  has  been  6aid  in  the  foregoing  section, 
it  will  not  be  difficult  to  assign  the  reason,  why  St. 
John  has  sometimes  more,  and  sometimes  less  tbon 
the  other  Evangelist*.  He  has  omitted  the  greatest 
part  of  what  his  predeoessors  bad  already  related,  and 
for  no  other  reason,  than  because  he  thought  it  un- 
necessary, except  where  he  was  influenced  by  particular 
motives,  to  repeat  what  was  already  on  record*  His 
silence  therefore  in  respect  to  the  numerous  facts,  which 
are  found  in  the  other  Gospels,  cannot  be  used  as  an 
argument  to  weaken  the  credibility  of  those  facts:  or 
we  must  deny  that  Christ  was  ever  born,  and  that  John 
the  Baptist  was  beheaded.  On  the  contrary  St  John's 
silence  may  rather  be  considered  as  a  proof,  that  the 
facts,  which  the  other  Evangelists  have  recorded,  and 
he  has  left  unnoticed,  are  really  true :  for  if  their  ac- 
counts had  been  inaccurate,  he  would  probably  have 
corrected  them. 

However,  there  is  an  omission  of  a  certain  kind  in 
St.  John's  Gospel,  which  deserves  particular  attention, 
namely,  the  omission  of  the  demoniacs*    In  not  a  single 


^stance  has  gt  J<nbn  related  tbp  cajtWg  out  pf  a  devil, 
either  where  acppqnte  /of  this  Jan;)  hape  bee/}  given  in 
jtfe  o^r  propels,  pr  where  Jhey  b*j«i  Bpt?,  Y$t  # 
fybepus,  whfW  $L  John  wrote  htf  {yfltpej,  w«  #9*1 
finpaa  Atf?  *jx,  f  ?— Jf .  bflt  only  tfpt  *vi|  spu%  -w^re 
eypejled  by  &  JPauJ,  hitf  that  Jewish  e^  cis$  in  $p# 
<aty  attempted  £0  dp  the  same,  though  the  even*  ,by 
no  means  answejgd  (heir  e^cuectatjpns.  Jhe  /ques^on 
therefore  js ;  Did  jft,  John  opijt  ajl  si^cb  bjatories  by 
mere^ccid^nt,  or  did.be  pmfc  tbem  by  de^gor  Perjjaps 
be  belieyfd  that  persons  sajd  to  be  possessed  ,wijb  devBfc 
had  in  reality  ftp  concern  wfth  evi[  spirits,  but  were 
merely  afflicted  wjtb  sqine  natpirai  disorder ;  and  mep- 
tioned  thetn  therefore,  neither  under  t^e  name  of  de- 
moniacs, Jest  £fte  ,term  abpujd  .foe  literally  understood, 
oqr  under  any  name  expressive  pf  a  natural  dflord/Bj, 
because  be  w,as  unwilling,  ju  <a  u^ter,  wjjjcb  had  jap 
ejseotia}  iufluencp  on  the  CtewtijW?  tfoctrjne,  >fc>  9W- 
#adi&  a  .cownpnjy  receded  option,  The  only  pfe 
wbene  I  ^ould  wiab  that  he  hat)  qajd  Gpme.thing  on  £b> 
*»fcjeflt>  JPrtbfM,  jn  wniph  £bje  ,pth#r  Ilyangehsfts  hj^e 
*tfaftd  fbe  **puJspn  ,pf  a  tfeyifc  who  <;aljed  feinjself 
Ww> ',  bficau«e  i*  js  ,ajmp#  Jbp  .pnjly  jounce  pn 
whfch  the  rea}ity  pf  dJsMiw)  ppsgessjojp  cap  be 
inoupfied \ 

Where  St  Jphp  has  r$h>ted  fcfiM,  .which  are  jifcqw^se 
related  py  the  other  iEvange^sjts,  pf  whjch  Jthe  p*ftmp]es 
inay  be^een  in  lip  aboyp^eitfiojgied  Talkie  tp.the  .four 
Gospel,  it  is  jgsneraljy  w  pup  pf  tbp  thr^ee  £#M{iqg 


.1.  £itber  ,the  feet  was  qpcessary  as  an  ifttrp^uctifln 
to  sgmfflwg  impose tftujt,  w,hi|ch  he  was  going  to  relate, 
as  for  instance  his  account  of  the  five  thousand  men 
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9  See  No.  39.  of  the  Table  to  the  four  Gospels. 

•  See  my  Dogmatic  Theology,  sect.  98,  or  rather  the  New 
Orient.  KM.  Yql.  HI*  p.  177—180. 
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ch.  vi.  whom  Christ  fed  with  five  barley  loaves,  a  fact, 
which  was  absolutely  necessary  to  be  known,  or  the 
very  important  discourses  of  Christ,  which  were  deli- 
vered after  the  performance  of  that  miracle,  could  not 
have  been  fully  understood.  St.  John  therefore  has 
related  the  fact,  though  it  ha<J  been  already  recorded 
by  the  other  Evangelists,  and  has  moreover  augmented 
and  apparently  improved  their  narration. 

2.  Or  at  other  times  he  was  induced  to  repeat  facts 
already  contained  in  the  other  Gospels,  because  several 
circumstances,  which  he  thought  necessary  to  be  known, 
had  been  omitted.  The  supper  at  Bethany,  the  unc- 
tion %  of  Christ  by  Mary,  and  Christ's  entry  into  Jeru- 
salem, related  by  St.  John  in  the  twelfth  chapter,  had 
been  already  related  by  the  other  Evangelists  :  but  then 
St.  John  has  added  the  following  very  important  cir- 
cumstances. First,  Lazarus,  on  whose  restoration  to 
life  the  other  Evangelists  had  been  purposely  silent, 
sits  at  table  with  Christ,  and  by  bearing  witness  in 
person  to  the  truth  of  his  restoration,  contributed  in  a 
great  degree  to  the  glory  of  Christ's  triumphal  entry 
into  Jerusalem  ■■  Secondly,  Judas  Iscariot  was  the 
first  who  censured  the  unction  of  Christ,  and  it  was  he 
who  occasioned  the  other  disciples  to  do  the  same w. 
Hence  we  see  the  reason,  why  Christ's  answer  affected 
him  in  particular,  and  what  confirmed  him  in  his 
resolution  to  betray  his  master.  The  other  Evangelists 
make  mention  of  the  treachery  of  Judas,  at  the  same 
time  that  they  give  an  account  of  the  supper  in  Bethany. 
But  they  have  not  shewn  the  connection,  or  explained, 
how  the  one  was  the  immediate  effect  of  the  other : 
whereas,  we  clearly  perceive  from  St.  John's  account 

*  St.  John  after  ic^hi  has  used  the  epithet  to-mmr,  which  had  been 
used  by  St.  Mark.  This  is  an  additional  argument  in  favour  of  the 
opinion  that  St.  John  had  read  St.  Mark's  Gospel  in  particular,  for 
this  very  unusual  word  occurs  in  no  other  part  of  the  New  Testa* 
ment. 

■  See  ver.  ],  2. 17,  18.  »  Ver.  4, 5. 
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the  chain  of  thought  and  the  springs  of  action  in  this 
unhappy  man,  who,  though  a  traitor  to  Christ,  is  a 
strong  witness  to  the  truth  of  Christianity.  In  ch.  xx. 
1—18.  which  has  been  said  to  be  contradictory  to  the 
accounts  given  by  the  other  Evangelists,  St.  John  takes 
for  granted,  that  what  they  had  related  in  general  terms 
of  the  women,  who  went  to  visit  the  sepulchre,  was 
already  known,  and  adds  a  special  account  of  what  was 
seen  in  particular  by  Mary  Magdalene,  who  went  alone 
very  early  to  the  sepulchre.  A  full  and  distinct  expla- 
nation of  this  matter  would  be  too  prolix  fpr  the  present 
place :  I  refer  therefore  the  reader  to  my  History  of  the 
Resurrection. 

I  have  observed  several  other  examples,  in  which 
St  John  has  explained  the  accounts  of  the  other  Evan- 
gelists.    Whoever  reads  what  St.  Matthew  has  related, 
ch.  iv.  12.  *  When  Jesus  had  heard  that  John  was  cast 
into  prison,   he  departed  into  Galilee,'  without  any 
further  knowledge  of  the  situation  of  affairs  at  that 
time,    will  think   it  perhaps  extraordinary,    that  the 
imprisonment  of  John  the  Baptist  should  have  induced 
Christ  to  return  to  Galilee,  when  the  very  person  at 
whose  command  John  had  been  imprisoned,  was  te- 
trarch  of  Galilee.     But  St.  John,  ch.  i.  1 — 4.  has  ex- 
plained  this   matter;   for  after  having    related    that 
Christ  could  not  tarry  in  Judaea  on  account  of  the 
Pharisees,   he  adds,   that  Christ  was  obliged  to  go 
through  Samaria,  («8«  &  avrov  Sup^iaOai  Sia  tijc  2cyia- 
feuxc).     It  is  true  that  he  has  not  assigned  the  reason 
why  Christ  was  obliged  to  go  through  Samaria :  but 
this  we  learn  from  Josephus,  who  relates  that  when 
John  was  cast  into  prison  Herod  was  at  Machaerus  in 
Penea.     St.  John's  account  therefore,  though  not  fully 
explanatory  of  the  relation  of  the  other  Evangelists,  is 
instructive  at  least  for  those  who  are  acquainted  with 
the  history  of  those  times.     St.  Matthew,  ch.  xxviii. 
46—49-   and  St.  Mark,  ch.  xv.   34—36.  relate  that 
after  Christ  had  exclaimed,  Eli,  Eli,  lama  sabachthani, 
vinegar  was  brought  him  to  drink.     Now  between 
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Cbrisft  sxclanwitiop  *od  Jtbe  pfferipg  <rf  ypnegtf  tp  him, 
we  see  no  iowiediate  connection :  <t>ut  St,  John  has  6*- 
pUip^d  this  tnattqr  by  jddipg,  ph.  >tix.  SB.  that  Christ 
said,  *  I  thirst' 

3.  S%,  John  appears  to  hav€  corrected,  (hough  m  a 
very  delicate  manner,  the  accounts  givero  by  his  pre- 
decessor*. If  the  reading  fifeX<*  sy  XftZ&r  *vrov,  cfe.  pj. 
2  J,  J3  tbe  gwufae  re«*djog,  pud  jfte  #opj*ctuxaJ  emen- 
dation, whisb  I  proposed,  Vpl.  JJ.  ch.  */  sect  4.  of 
this  Introduction,  bo  not  admissible,  &  Jobp  has 
tadtly  sorre^d  the  wlfttiw  of  Sjt  Matthew  and  St 
Mark.    iFqn  according  bofb  te  $t-  MiMhew  wd  ip 

St  Mark,  Christ  actually  entered  the  ship,  kj  which 
tbe  disjciples  were  " :  bjat  Sit  ,Jobn  »ys  only,  that  they 
intended  to  take  Christ  iqfco  the  ship,  bftf  fiftt  the  ship 
fvn3  suddenly  at  tbe  place  of  ita  destination,  so  *b§t 
they  had  pot  time  to  pyX  (their  de&igQ  in  exejmtioo. 
Ewrtber,  ,tb/e  account  given  jn  St  Matthew's  Gospel y 
(whether  H  pnoc$eded  from  §t  Mfrtthw  bimscAf,  or 
wjls  *  urery  ewly  addition,  J  wilj  nqt  deterawe)  of  8*. 

Peter's  leaping  ioto  the  *ep>  tp  «$«t  Christ  before  toe 
arrived  at  tbe  ship,  ,pf  his  danger  of  sinking,  of  Jhis 
being  rescued  by  Christ,  apd  of  tbflir  ewterio^  togefcber 
ipto  tbe  ship,  pppeajs  kf  tb/e  different  Mtatiw  6f  St 
Jqbn  tp  h^ve  beeo.delipfttely  pet  ^sfrfe.  St.  Mark  like- 
wise, thaugh  he  .derived  iitfbno&tiop  from  St  Petor 
himself,  jsays  notbingpf  tbis^aqsftdiftn.rT-C.b,  jtix,  39, 
40.  *¥bfi*e  St  Joho  ffiUte?  *h*t  NfcodeiPMs  *od  jfaseph 
epibfttaed  itbe  body  pf  Jfe3us  op  tfre  Friday  evepjog, 
before  it  yvj&  dejppsftsd  iq  (he  sepql&hce,  ,dp$*  opt  -bar- 
raouize  with  the  ppcpuqt  of  <$ft.  Mwk,  (ph.  **i.  J. 
and  of  St   I^ke,    pfc.  jjriii.  £&   jcjtiv,    1.   that  tbe 

woqieo  tfter  pbrist>  iqtfflweot  pwrffb«&ed  spins  in 

order  to  embalm  bis  body  ,qp  ^be  Sopdey  fQOKUBg. 
I  have  attempted  iodeed  in  p>y  History  #f  jtteJfcaur- 
r#ction*  to  reconcile  the  contradictioo ;  bpt  I  htffe  joot 

*  See  No.  $3.  io  the  {Table  to  fyt  four  Gpsp<&. 
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been  able  to  do  it  in  a  manner  satisfactory  either  to 
myself,  or  to  any  other  impartial  inquirer  into  truth. 
I  consider  it  therefore  as  a  tacit  correction  of  the  ac- 
count given  by  the  two  Evangelists,  who  were  not  eye- 
witnesses, and  that  St.  John  intended  to  say,  though  he 
has  expressed  himself  in  a  more  delicate  manner,  what 
die  following  words  imply.  '  Other  historians  had  -been 
informed  of  the  embalming  of  Jesus,  but  the  account 
which  they  have  given  is  not  perfectly  exact.  The 
women  went  early  on  Sunday  morning,  not  to  embalm 
Jesus,  but  merely  to  visit  the  sepulchre:  for  he  had 
been  already  embalmed  by  Joseph  and  Nicodemua/ 

If  it  be  true  that  there  are  passages  in  St.  John  -s 
Gospel,  which  *re  at  variance  witfa  the  accounts  given 
by  the  other  Evangelists,  we  cannot  hesitate  to  give  the 
preference  to  St.  John,  who,  of  the  saored  historians, 
wrote  last,  who  was  eye-witness  to  almost  all  the  facts 
wbich  be  has  recorded,  who  appears  to  have  had  an 
excellent  memory,  and  paid  attention  to  the  most  mi- 
nute circumstances.  Perhaps  some  persons  will  think 
that  this  mode  of  reasoning  is  an  infringement  on  the 
inspiration,  not  ouly  of  St  Mark  and  St  Luke,  whlo 
wupe  not  Apostles,  but  even  on  that  pf  St  Matthew* 
Let  however  thi*  matter  be  as  it  will,  the  troth  of  the 
Christian  religion  4teeif  wiH  «ot  in  the  least  be  affected. 
Hie  case  is  exactly  parallel  to  the  following.  An  bit- 
torian  of  the  present  age,  of  whose  general  accuracy 
and  fidelity  we  have  no  reason  to  doubt,  gives  in  bis 
aarrative  the  description  of  an  engagement  t  end  an 
officer,  who  was  present  in  the  engagement,  revises  Ibis 
description,  and  communicatees  adctkioos  and  correc- 
tions. 
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SECTION  VIII. 

Of  the  Peculiarities  of  St.  Johns  Greek  Style. 

• 

St.  John's  style  is  better  and  more  fluent  than  that  of 
the  other  Evangelists:  and  it  seems  as  if  he  had  ac- 
quired a  facility  and  taste  in  the  Greek  language  from 
his  long  residence  at  Ephesus.  His  narrative  is  very 
perspicuous ;  and  in  order  to  promote  perspicuity,  the 
same  word  is  sometimes  repeated,  though  perhaps  the 
advanced  age  in  which  St  John  wrote,  had  some  influ- 
ence, since  he  is  always  inclined  to  repetitions. 

He  never  speaks  of  himself  in  the  first  person,  but 
uses  a  periphrasis,  such  as,  '.the  disciple  whom  Jesus 
loved/  or  '  the  disciple  who  leaned  on  the  breast  of 
Jesus/  This  again  is  to  be  attributed  to  his  long 
connection  with  the  Greeks,  to  whom  the  egotism  of 
the  first  person  was  offensive.  To  the  same  cause  must 
be  ascribed  likewise  the  variation  of  his  expressions,  and 
the  use  of  synonyms,  where  he  has  occasion  in  the 
same. place  to  speak  more  than  once  of. tlje  same  thing. 
Thus  in  ch.  xxi;  15,  16,  17.  he  uses  ayavtfv  and  ^tAetv, 

(Sovkuv  and  irotfiatvuvj,  irpc&ara  and  apvia.  In  ch.  viii.  46. 

anapria  is  equivalent  to  ^tvSoc,  and  cannot  denote  '  sin' 
in  general,  as  is  evident  from  the  context:  this  word 
was  used  by  St  John  to  avoid  the  repetition  of  ^ev&c 
which  occurs  in  the  44th  verse.  In  the  same  chapter, 
ver.  51.  the  thought  *  he  shall  never  die'  is  expressed 
by  davarov  a  pn  $twpri<ry  etc  rov  atcuva :  but  in  the  next 
verse  it  is  expressed  in  a  different  manner  by  e  w  yev- 
<rcrcu  Savara  ccc  rov  mwva.  Some  commentators  have 
thought  this  too  artificial,  while  others  have  imagined 
that  the  expressions  were  not  synonymous,  and  have 
endeavoured  to  point  out  a  peculiar  emphasis:  but  in 
fact  they  are  nothing  more  than  various  modes  of 
expressing  the  same  thing,  according  to  the  practice  of 
good  Greek  writers.    With  a  view  to  a  similar  variation 
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St  John  has  used  EIMI,  ch.  vii.  34.  in  the  sense  of  eo, 
which  in  the  common  printed  editions  is  accented,  not 
fipt  but  tcfit,  and  thus  absurdly  converted  into  the 
sense  of  sum.  That  St.  John  by  OnOY  EIMI  ErQ, 
ch.  vii.  34.  intended  to  signify  *  Whither  I  go/  and 
not  c  Where  I  am/  is  evident  not  only  from  the  con- 
text, which  requires  a  verb  of  motion,  because  v/ucc  a 
Suvo*0e  cXOeiv  immediately  follows,  but  likewise  from  the 
parallel  passage,  ch.  viii.  SI.  where  Christ  says  the  very 
same  thing,  only  in  different  words,  ©in*  cyu  vn-ayw, 
vftccc  *  Swaafc  eXOuv.  If  it  be  asked,  why  St.  John  did 
not  use  the  verb  yirayw  in  cb.  vii.  34.  as  well  as  in  ch. 
viii.  21.  I  answer,  because  in  the  former  instance  he 
had  already  used  wrayw  in  the  preceding  verse,  and  for 
that  reason  be  exchanged  it  for  the  less  usual  word  et/uc 
in  the  sense  eo. 

A  peculiarity  in  St.  John's  mode  of  writing  is  the 
commencement  of  a  clause  with  the  word  which  had 
been   used  in  the  preceding :  for  instance,   ch.  i.  l . 

a  Xo-yoc?  *<u  o  Xoyoc— "i|v  irpoc  tov  Sfeov,  /cat  o  Stoc.      A 

similar  repetition  may  be  seen  in  ver.  3,  4.  7,  8.  JO,  1 1. 
of  the  same  chapter.  In  ch.  xx.  11.  is  jcXauxra  «&**  <■>$ 
svucXauv:  and  in  ch.  xxi.  1 — 17.  are  repetitions  of  the 
same  kind.  This  mode  of  writing  is  sometimes  cen- 
sured by  grammarians,  but  as  St.  John  has  applied  it, 
the  effect  is  by  no  means  disagreeable.  We  meet  with 
another  instance  in  his  first  Epistle,  ch.  iii.  1.  according 
to  the  reading  of  many  good  authorities,  iva  rexva  See 

jeAq06>p£v  (icac  ccr/ucv).      Ver.  2.   ayairifrot,    wv  rtKva  3*8 

coyifv.  Another  peculiarity  .in  St.  John's  style  is  the 
frequent  use  of  the  pronoun  ey«,  where  there  is  no 
emphasis,  and  therefore  where  it  was  unnecessary  in  the 
Greek  language:  for  instance  in  the  above-mentioned 
example,  tyi*  tnroy**,  '  I  go/  as  in.  the  modern  Euro- 
pean languages.  Whoever  turns  to  Schmid's  con- 
cordance wilL  find  a  sufficient  number  of  examples  to 
prove  the  truth  of  this  assertion.  In  some  cases  indeed, 
in  ch.  i.  SO.  one  might  suppose  that  he  meant  to  lay 
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a  particular  Stress  on  the  prOnbub  ey»,  but  it  really 
occurs  too  often,  to  admit  this  supposition* 

In  St.  John's  Epistles  we  meet  with  many  examples 
of  a  similar  kind  to  those*  whidh  I  have  quoted  from 
his  Gospel :  but  the  style  of  the  latter  is  better  and 
more  perspicuous*  than  that  of  the  former.  The  con- 
junction Kai,  for  instance*  occurs  so  frequently  in  his 
Epistles,  that  it  is  sometimes  difficult  to  translate  it: 
but  in  bis  Gospel  he  has  used  it  more  sparingly. 
Hence  it  is  not  unreasonable  to  suppose,  that  be  wrote 
his  Gospel  much  later  than  his  Epistles*  and 'after  he 
had  improved  his  Greek  style  by  bis  long  residence  in 
Epbesus.  Of  the  Apocalypse,  which  is  written  in  a 
totally  different  style  both  from  the  Gospel  and  the 
Epistles  Of  St  John,  I  shall  treat  at  large  in  a  subse- 
quent chapter. 


SECTION  IX. 

Of  the  last  Chapter  of  St.  John's  Gospel. 

The  last  chapter  of  St*  John's  Gospel  may  be  con- 
sidered as  a  supplement,  which  was  added  principally 
with  the  view  of  giving  the  reader  some  account  of 
the  author.  Some  of  the  early  Christians  had  im- 
bibed the  notion,  that  St  John  the  Evangelist  would 
live  till  the  day  of  judgement,  a  notion  to  which  a 
false  interpretation  of  a  saying  of  Christ,  and  the  great 
age  which  the  Evangelist  actually  attained,  had  given 
rise*.  For  this  reason  St  John  has  related  at  full 
length,  in  the  last  chapter,  the  conversation  which  look 
place  between  Christ,  St.  Peter  and  himself  after  the 

*  See  Fabricii  Cod.  Apoeryph.  Tom.  I.  p.  5SS.  Not.  x. 
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resurrection :  and  has  shewn  in  what  connection,  and 
in  what  sense  Christ  said  of  St  John,  '  If  I  will  that  he 
tarry  till  I  come,  what  is  that  to  thee  r' 

Grotius,  and  several  other  critics,  have  contended 
that  tbti  last  chapiter  wti*  added,,  not  by  St  John  him- 
self,  but  by  some  other  person  or  persons,  and  probably 
by  the  elders  at  Ephesus,  after  St.  John's  decease. 
Their  principal  argiimenfc  is  founded  on  ven  34.  '  This 
is  the  diteiple  which  testified*  of  these  things,  and  wrote 
thdse  tfamgs :  and  we  know  that  his  testimony  is  true/ 
Bat,  as  this  inference  is  not  supported  by  the  testimony 
of  the  ancients,  I  do  not  think  it  admissible^  The  style 
of  the  whole  of  the  tweoty*first  chapter  is  exactly  the 
same*  as  that  of  the  rest  of  the  Gospel b*  And  as  to 
the  84th  verse  in  particular,  I  can  see  no  reason  for 
supposing  that  even  that  alone  is  an  addition:  for  the 
phrase,  '  We  know  that  his  testimony  is  true,  is  no- 
thing more  than  a  figure  of  rhetoric*  called  Communi- 
atth>f  and  expresses  the  same  as,  '  Every  Christian 
kndws,  that  his  testimony  is  true.'  Besides,  if  this  ad- 
dition had  been  made  by  the  Ephesian  elders,  they 
would  ptobably  have  inserted  their  n&itifes ;  for  the  tes- 
timony of  '  We  know,'  made  by  unknown  persons* 
could  add  bo  authority  to  Su  John's  Gospel. 

b  See  to j  History  ef  the  Resurrection,  p.  295, 296. 
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SECTION  X. 

Of  the  Time  when,  and  the  Place  where,  St.  John's 

Gospel  was  written. 

That  the  latter  part  of  St.  John's  life  was  spent  prin- 
cipally at  Ephesus,  appears  from  what  is  related  by 
Eusebius  in  the  third  book  of  his  Ecclesiastical '  His- 
K  tory,  ch.  23.  It  is  likewise  the  generally  received 
opinion  that  he  wrote  his  Gospel  there:  and  though, 
strictly  speaking,  we  can  produce  no  historical  evidence 
in  its  favour  (for  neither  the  subscription  to  St.  John's 
Gospel  in  the  Syriac  version,  nor  any  other  subscrip- 
tion of  the  same  kind  is  entitled  to  the  name  of  evi- 
dence), yet  the  fact  is  highly  probable  in  itself,  since  it 
b  reasonable  to  suppose,  that  he  wrote  where  he  resided. 
And  as  the  Greek  language  was  spoken  in  great  purity 
at  Ephesus,  and  the  doctrines  which  he  has  combated, 
prevailed  in  that  city,  the  opinion  that  St  John  wrote 
his  Gospel  at  Ephesus  agrees  both  with  its  style  and  its 
contents. 

That  he  wrote  later  thbn  the  three  other  Evangelists 
is  also  the  general  opinion :  and  I  have  endeavoured  in 
a  preceding  section  to  confirm  it  by  intern?!  arguments. 
Dr.  Semler  however  contends,  that  St.  John  wrote  be- 
fore the  other  three  Evangelists,  and  argues  in  support 
of  this  opinion  from  the  three  following  passages,  cb.  i. 
6.  vi.  7.  37.  But  I  am  wholly  unable  to  discover  in 
these  places  any  marks  whatsoever  of  an  early  compo- 
sition :  and  the  reader  perhaps  on  examining  them  will ' 
suppose,  that  1  have  made  a  mistake  in  the  quotations. 
I  must  refer  him  therefore  to  Dr.  Semler's  own  notes 
to  these  passages,  in  his'  Paraphrasis  in  Evangelium 
Johannis. 

To  the  arguments,  which  I  produced  in  the  sixth 
section  of  this  chapter,  to  shew  that  St.  John  wrote 
later  than  the  other  three.  Evangelists,  may  be  added 
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the  following ;  which,  I  think,  renders  it  highly  probable 
that  St  John  wrote  his  Gospel  only  a  short  time  before 
the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  if  not  after  that  event ; 
that  is,  either  shortly  before,  or  after  the  year  70. 
None  of  the  three  first  Evangelists  has  mentioned  the 
name  of  the  Apostle,  who  cut  off  the  ear  of  the  High 
Priest's  servant,,  when  Christ  was  betrayed  by  Judas: 
but  St  John  has  openly  related  that  this  Apostle  was 
St  Peter.  Now  the  three  first  Evangelists  acted  with 
great  propriety  in  not  mentioning  St.  Peter's  nattae; 
because  it  would  have  afforded  the  Jews  an  opportunity 
of  accusing  him.  Unless  therefore  we  suppose  that 
St  John  acted  with  less  prudence  than  the  other 
Evangelists,  we  must  conclude  that  St  Peter  was  dead; 
when  St  John  wrote  his  Gospel,  and  therefore  that 
there  was  no  further  danger  to  be  apprehended  from  an 
open  avowal  of  the  fact  Besides,  in  cb.  xxi.  18,  19; 
St  John  having  mentioned  the  following  prophecy  of 
Christ  respecting  St  Peter,  '  When  thou  shalt  be  old; 
thou  sbalt  stretch  forth  thy  hand,  and  another  shall  gird 
thee,  and  carry  thee  whither  thou  wouldest  not,'  ex-* 
plains  this  prophecy  by  adding,  '  This  spake  he,  signi- 
fying by  what  death  he  (namely  Peter)  should  glorify 
God.'  St  Peter  therefore  must  have  already  suffered 
martyrdom,  or  St.  John  would  not  have  been  able  to 
make  the  application.  Now  the  death  of  St  Peter  is 
referred  to  the  year  67 :  consequently  St.  John's  Gospel 
#as  written  later  than  that  period. 

Another  argument  for  the  late  composition  of  St. 
John's  Gospel  may  be  derived  from  the  fluency  of  the 
language  in  which  it  is  written.  St  John  remained  itv 
Jerusalem  long  after  the  death  of  Christ,  as  appears 
from  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  and  the  Epistle  to  the 
Galatians.  Nor  was  he  arrived  at  Ephesus  when  St 
Paul  took  leave  of  the  elders  of  that  city  for  the  last 
time  \  or  bis  name  would  not  have  been  passed  over  in 
silence,    further,  he  was  not  arrived  at  Ephesus,  when 

?  Acts  %%:  17— S8. 
VOI.  III.  X 
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St  Paul  wrote  t»&  Epistle  to  thq  Epbcsiana,  ■  during  h» 
jmpriaqninepfe  or  St  John's  name  would  have  bee* 

Sectioned  in  that  Epistle.  St*  John  a  residence,  ja 
pheaus  therefore  cannot  bave  commenced  long  before 
the  dieath  of  $t  Peter  and  St  JPapL;  aqd  it  is  not  iop- 
probabte  that  (he  hostilities  whjcb  began  about  that 
period  between  the  Jews  and  the  Romans,  induced 
him  to  leave  hi$  native  country,  agreeably  to  the  com** 
li^tnd  of  Christ,  when  he  foretold  the  destruction  of 
Jerusalem*  Put  if  St  John  arrived  $o  late  at  Epbesus* 
his  Gospel  u*ustb$ve  been  written  many  years  later; 
for  as  he  was  born  and  educated  io  Palestine,  be  cgmld 
Wt  have  acquired  that  fluency  of  language,  which,  is 
displayed  in  hi*  Gospel,  except  by  a  long  residence  in 
a  Greek  city.  According  to  the  preceding  statement, 
St  John  must  have  been  eqarly  si*ty  ye^rs  old,  when 
tie  came  to  Epbeaus :  and  therefore  we  must  admire  hie 
ability  in  forming  so  good  a  /style  at  so  great  an  age, 
It  h  true  that  hi*  language  is*  not  that  of  a  twtivq  Greek : 
yet  it  is  perfectly  frep  from  the  tfiffaes*  end  formality  of 
a  school  exercise, 

. ;  There  i»  a  single  passage  in  St  John  s  Gospel,  from 
which  several  critfcs  have  inferred*  that  it  waa  written 
before  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,    In .  ch*  v.  %«  St 
John  aays>  <  Tbene  i*  a*  Jerusalem  by  the  ^bpep-gato 
a.  pool,  .which  is,  called  iq  the  fiebrew  tongue  Bethegda* 
paving  five  porches.'     Hence,  it  fc  inferred  that  Jeru- 
salem was  still  standing,  whep  be  wrojte  tfri?  paasage  ; 
for  if .  Jert&elem  bad  lain  at  that  time  in  ruins,  it  is 
vgued,  that  St  John  would  n<xt  have  saijd*   '  There  is 
eft  Jerusalem*  &a/  but  'There  i*W, at  Jerusalem,  &^x* 
And  this  argument  is  corroborated  by  the  ctrctfmataoce, 
thait  though  this  passage  has  many  various  readwqga, 
the  Creek  MSS.  are  unanimous  in  respect  to  the  reading 
E*i  St,  net  one  htviog  been  hitherto  disepverpd  which 
reads  Hv  .3*    But  this  argument  appears  to  jpe  at  pre* 
aent  to  be  teas  depiaive^  than  I  opcq-,  thought  fr.     I* 
is  founded  wholly  on  the  single  word  en ;  but  authors 
do  not  always  weigh  their  words,  with  so  much  exact- 
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new,  to  that  m  alone  should  warrant  the  inference. 
Besides,  as  the  sobject  of  discourse  was  the  pool  Bethes* 
da,  which  could  not  have  been  destroyed  in  the  confla* 
gratioo  of  Jerusalem,  St  John,  even  after  the  destruc- 
tion of  that  city,  might  speak  in  the  present  tense,  with 
equal,  aad  perhaps  still  gtakter  propriety,  than  in  the 
past*.  It  wiH  be  objected  perhaps  that  St.  John  adds 
(  having  five  porches'  (wtvrs  caag  ex***)  m^  *bat  *f 
the  pool  existed  after  Jerusalem  was  destroyed,  stilt 
these  porches  could  not  have  remained.  .  Now  I  grant 
that  nvn  ffoac  vraXat  sxs<fa>  w*^  ^^  addition  of  raAai, 
would  be  a  more  suitable  expression  in  a  work  written 
after  those  porches  had  ceased  to  exist :  but  even  the 
most  correct  writers  are  sometimes  deficient  in  precision* 
I  am  still  therefore  of  opinion  that  St.  John  wrote  hi* 
Gospel  after  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  though  not 
in  so  wry  advanced  an  age  as  some  have  supposed, 
because  the  fluency,  of  language  then  ceases.  But  as  hi* 
Gospel  abounds  with  repetitions  introduced  for  the  sake 
of  perspicuity,  and  repetitions  of  this  Jcind  are  peculiar 
tt>  men  in  yeans,  St  John  appears,  when  he  wrote  his- 
Gospel,  to  have  arrived  at  that  stage  of  life,  which 
precedes  the  infirmities  of  old  age. 

Lardner,  in  his  Supplement  to  the  Credibility  of  the 
Gospel  History,  Vol.  1.  ch.  ix.  §  7>  8.  has  stated  the 
various  opinions  both  of  ancient  and  modern  writers 
relative  to  the  time  wbeo  St  John's  Gospel  was  written ; 
to  whom  I  refer  the  reader  for  further  information  on 
this  subject.  Lardner s  own  opinion,  which  he  delivers 
$  9-  is,  that  it  was  written  about  the  year  68,  and  con- 
sequently before  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem.  His 
first  argument  ia  favour  of  this  early  date  is  grounded 
cms*  4te  occasion  of  St  John's  writing  his  Gospel  men* 
tioMjAr  by  the.  anfcients,  namely,  the  bringing  the  othtir 
three  Gospel*  to  him,,  and  his  observing  their  deficiency; 
Heme  Lasdner  argues,  *  Their  Gospels  wete/sooa 
brought  to  him :  and  if:  be  thought  fit  to  confirm 
them,  or  to  write  any  thing  by  way  of  supplement,  he 
would  do  it  in  a  short  time.    The  first  three  Gospels 
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very  probably  were  written  and  published  before  the  end 
of  the  year  64,  or  in  65  at  the  furthest    If  they  were 
brought  to  St.  John  in  65,  or  66,  he  would  not  defer 
more,  or  much  more,  than  a  year,  or  two,  to  publish 
the  history  of  Jesus,  and  make  the  account  complete/ 
But  this  argument  rests  on  a  very  unstable  foundation : 
for  I  have  already  shewn,,  that  though  St.  John  bag 
completed  the  accounts  of  his  predecessors,  his  object 
was,  not  merely  to  add  a  supplement  to  the  other  three' 
Gospels,  but  to  confute  the  tenets  of  the  Gnostics  and 
the  Sabians.    And  even  if  St  John's  only  motive  had 
been  to  supply  the  deficiencies  of  the  three  first  Gospels, 
still  I  can  sete  no  necessity  for  supposing,  that  he  would 
therefore  have  written  his  Gospel  within  a  year  or  two 
after  he  had  seen  those  of  his  predecessors.     Lardner's 
other  arguments  have  not  convinced  me  more  than  the 
preceding :  I  shall  therefore  not  quote  them,  but  request 
'  the  reader  to  examine  them  for  himself.     Yet,  though  I 
think   not  Lardner's  arguments  satisfactory,  and  the 
year  in  which  St  John  wrote  bis  Gospel,  still  appears 
to  me  uncertain,  yet  I  will  not  assert  that  Lardner's 
conclusion  is  false. 


SECTION  xr. 
Of  the  Heretics,  who  rejected  St.  Johns  Gospel. 

« 

Lampe,  in  his  learned  Prolegomena  to  St  John's 
Gospel d,  has  treated  at  full  length  of  the  heretics 
who  rejected  it :  though  I  fear,  that  he  has  acquitted 
several  of  this  charge,  to  whom  it  may  be  justly  laid. 
However,  their  opinions  are  of  very  little,  importance, 
especially  as  most  of  them  allowed  that  St  John  was 
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the  author,  and  rejected  it  on  no  other  ground,  than 
that  the  Evangelist  had  delivered  in  it  erroneous  doc- 
trines. But  in  tins  respect  they  were  inconsistent  with 
themselves :  for  to  admit,  that  St  John  bad  the  gift 
of  miracles,  and  that  he  had  received  full  powers,  as 
an  Apostle  of  Jesus  Christ,  the  Son  of  God,  whose 
miracles  they  likewise  admitted,  and  yet  to  assert  that 
St  John  delivered  erroneous  doctrines,  is  a  direct  con*, 
tradiction.  The  Alogi  went  a  step  further,  and  denied 
that  St.  John  was  the  author  of  the  Gospel  ascribed  to 
him.  This,  assertion  they  grounded,  not  on  external 
evidence,  nor  on  historical  testimony,  but  merely  on  the 
contents  of  the  Gospel,  which,  they  said,  contradicted 
the  three  other  Gospels,  and  therefore,  could  not  have 
been  written  by  a  divine  Apostle.  They  particularly 
objected  to  the  term  Apyoc,  which  no  man,  they  said, 
would  have  used  to  denote  a  person,  except  one  who 
bad  imbibed  the  philosophy,  which  was  adopted  by 
Cerinthus.  Hence  they  argued  that  the  Gospel,  which 
bore  the  name  of  St  John, .  ought  rather  to  be  ascribed 
to  Ceripthus,  than  to  one  of  the  Apostles.  But  this 
argument  proves  nothing :  .for,  whoever  undertook  to 
confute  the  errors  of  Cerinthu3,  was  under  the  necessity 
of  retaining  the  terminology  of  fab  adversary. 
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OF  THE  ACTS  OF  THE  APOSTLES. 


SECTION  I 

♦ 

Of  the  Author  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  and  the 
time  when  this  Book  was  written. 

As  this  boob  belongs  to  the  historical  writings  of 
the  New  Testament,  I  treat  of  it  immediately  after 
tbe  Gospe}s,  agreeably  to  tbe  order  in  which  H  is 
placed  in  our  ocniaon  editions  of  the  Greek  Testament* 
though  io  ancient  manuscripts  and  ancient  versions  it 
is  very  frequently  placed  after  the  Epistles  of'  St  Panl, 
because  it  is  necessary  to  a  right  understanding  of  them. 
It  appears  from  tbe  vtery  first  sentence  id  tbe  Acts  of 
the  Apostles,  that  it  was  a  continuation  of  St  Luke's 
Gospel,  and  that  it  wad  written  by  the  same  author. 
This  is  likewise  asserted  by  the  most  ancient  ecclttiasti* 
cai  writers,  whose  testimony  I  think  it  unnecessary  to 
quote,  as  the  question  admits  of  no  doubt,  add  Lardner 
has  already  given  a  sufficient  number  of  quotations  oo 
this  subject     Whether  the  interval  which  elapsed  be- 
tween the  composition  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel,  and  his 
second  work  tbe  Acts  of  tbe  Apostles,  was  considerable 
or  not,  it  is  at  present  impossible  to  determine.    Nor  are 
we  able  to  decide,  whether  both  books  were  written  in 
the  saipe  or  different  places :  for  though  each  of  them 
was  dedicated  toTheophilus,  we  cannot  assert  that  either 
of  them  was  written  in  the  same  place,  in  wbich  Theo- 
philus  resided.    That  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  were 
written  at  Alexandria  is  still  less  probable,  tbaa  that 
St.  Luke's  Gospel  was  written  there:  and  if  it    be 
allowable  to  substitute  conjecture,  where  we  are  forsaken 
\>y  historical  evidence,  I  would  rather  suppose  that  the 
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Acts  were  written  in  Rome,  at  which  place  St  Luke 
mentions  bis  arrival,  in  company  with  St.  Paul,  shortly 
before  the  close  of  the  book e.  Further,  as  it  is  conti- 
nued to  the  end  of  the  second  year  of  St  Paul's  ftrtpri- 
sonment,  it  cbuld  not  have  been  written  before  the  year 
69 :  nor  do*  I  think  it  probable  that  it  was  written  after 
that  year,  for  St:  Luke  would  then  have  related  some 
farther  particulars  relative  to  St  Paul,  or  would  at 
least  have  mentioned  the  event  of  his  imprisonment, 
id  which  the  Christian  reader  was  highly  interested. 
St.  Luke's  loiVg  attendance  on  St.  Paul,  and  bis  having 
been  himself  eye-witness  to  so  many  of  the  facts  wbieji 
he  has  recorded,  render  him  a  most  respectable  and 
eredibte  historian.  His  medical  knowledge  enabled 
him,  both  to  form  a  proper  judgment  of  the  mira- 
culous cures,  which  rfere  performed  by  St  Paul,  and 
to  give  an  accurate  and  authentic  detail  of  them.  Bat 
he  himself  does  not  appear  to  have  possessed  the  power 
of  beating  by  supernatural  means :  at  least,  we  havtf 
no  instances  6f  it  on  record,  and  when  the  father  of 
Publius  and  other  sick  persons  (Acts  xxviK.  8,  9.)  were 
suddenly  cured,  they  were  restored  to  health,  not  by* 
jSt  Luke,  but  by  the  prayers  of  St  Paul. 


SECTION  Ifc 

Of  the  object  which  St.  Luke  had  in  view,  in  writing  the 

Acts  of  the  Apostles. 

It  is  obvious,  that  St  Luke  did  not  intend  to  write 
a  general  history  of  the  Christian  church,  during  the* 
first  thirty  years  after  Christ's  ascension :  for  he  has  al- 
most wholly  omitted  what  passed  among  the  Christians 

*  Acts  xxviii,  16* 
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in  Jerusalem  after  the  conversion  of  St  Paul,  though 
the  other  Apostles  continued  for  some  time  in  Palestine. 
Before  St*  Luke  wrote  the  Acts,  the  younger  James  had 
been  stoned  to  death  by  the  Jews,  and  the  Jewish  con- 
verts to  Christianity  had  suffered  so  severe  a  persecution, 
that  they  began  to  waver  in  their  faith,  on  which  oc- 
casion St.  Paul  judged  it  necessary  to  write  his  Epistle 
to  the  Hebrews*     These:  were  facts,  which  an  historian, 
Who  designed  to  write  a  general  account  of  the  Christian 
church,  could  not  have  passed  over  in  silence. '  Fur- 
ther, St.  Luke  has  not  described  the  propagation  of 
Christianity  either  in  Egypt,  or  in  the  countries  which 
bordered  on  the  Euphrates  and  the  Tigris,  though  at 
Edessa  the  king  himself  had  become  an  early  convert 
to  the  Christian  religion.    Nor  has  he  mentioned  Sl 
Paul's  journey  into  Arabia,  or  the  state  of  Christianity 
in  Babylon,  though  it  appears  from  the  first  Epistle  of 
St  Peter f,  that  a  Christian  community  existed  in  that 
city.     Here  the  question  occurs :  Were  the  Christians 
in  these  countries  converts  from  the  Jewish  religion  *, 
and  wa?  St.  Luke's  principal  attention  directed  to  the 
conversion  of  tfye  Geptiies  ?    Or  was  he  silent  on  the 
propagation  of  Christianity  in  the  East,  and,  in  Egypt, 
because  he  h«d  no  opportunity  of  what  was  transacted 
there?     He  is  equally  silent  on  the  foundation  of  the 
Christian  community  in  Rome,  though  it  was  in  a  very 
flourishing  state  before  St.  Paul's  arrival  in  that  city, 
and  had  already  received  an  Epistle  from  the  Apostle. 
There  are  other  omissions  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles, 
which  we  can  hardly  ascribe  to  a  want  of  knowledge  in 
the  author:  for,  as  St.  Luke  was  many  years  the  con- 
stant companion  of  St.  Paul,  he  was  certainly  well 
acquainted  with  St.  Paul's  general  history.    Yet  he  has 
omitted  many  material  transactions  in  the  life  of  the 
Apostle,  of  which  Lardner  has  selected  several  remark- 

.     Ch.v,  13. 

t  This  however  cannot  be  said  of  the  king,  whp  resided  *t  Ede*» 
*a :  for  he  vf  as  an  Armenian. 
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aWe  instances  *.  In  one  respect  however  Lardner  is 
mistaken :  for  he  supposes  that  St  Luke  accompanied 
St.  Paul  to  Corinth,  whereas,  I  have  shewn  in  a 
preceding  section,  that  St  Luke,  staid  behind  at  Phi- 
lippL  But  St  Luke  was  probably  informed  by  St 
Paul  of  what  was  done  in  his  absence:  and  siuce  he 
has  related  many  things  performed  by  St  Paul  before 
they  again  joined  company,  and  has  even  recorded  the 
speech  delivered  at  Athens l,  at  which  be  was  no  mora 
present,  than  at  St  Paul's  transactions  in  Corinth,  we 
must  conclude,  that  his  silence  did  not  always  proceed 
from  a  want  of  knowledge  of  the  facts,  which  he  has 
emitted*  He  has  no  where  alluded  to  any  one  of 
St  Paul's  Epistles :  he  has  passed  over  several  persecu- 
tions, which  the  Apostle  underwent11 :  he  has  taken  no 
notice  of  several  voyages  made  by  St.  Paul,  in  which 
he  thrice  suffered  shipwreck,  long  before  the  shipwreck, 
which  happened  on  the  voyage  to  Italy :  nor  has  he 
given  an  account  of  the  great  danger,  from  which  the 
Apostle  had  been  delivered  by  Aquila  and  Priscilla, 
whose  generous  conduct  entitled  them  to  the  thanks 
of  every  Christian  community '.  It  .is  true  that  these 
facts  appear  to  have  taken  place  during  that  period 
which  belongs  to  Acts  xvii.  ]. — xx.  5,  6.  when  St 
Luke  was  absent  from  St  Paul m :  yet  as  we  cannot 
suppose  that  they  remained  totally  unknown  to  him, 
we  may  at  least  deduce  this  inference,  that  it  was  not 
St  Luke's  intention  to  write  a  complete  narrative  of  ' 
St  Paul's  transactions.  Of  his  own  history  he  has  said 
very  little :  and  of  what  be  did  at  Philippi  during  the 
absence  of  St.  Paul  he  has  said  nothing.  This  silence 
we  may  ascribe  to  bis  modesty,  which  never  suffered 
him  to  appear  as  a  principal  person.  Of  the  contro- 
versies, which  took  place  relative  to  the  question,  whe» 

*  Supplement,  Vol.1,  ch.  viii.  sect.  9. 

*  Acts  xvii.  k  See  2  Cor.  xi. 

1  Rom.  xvi.  3, 4,  *  See  above,  Cb.  vi.  sect.  3. 
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Iber  the  Levitical  law  ought  to  be  retained,  or  not,  bo 
has  mentioned  some,  but  not  all :  for  instance,  be  baa 
omitted  the  controversy  on  this,  subject,  which,  created 
so  much  confusion  among  the  Galatians*  Of  the  hero* 
tical  opinions,  which  distracted  the  Christian  Churchy 
and  to  which  St.  Paul  alludes  in  bis  Epistle,  be  baa 
given  no  account :  nor  has  he  mentioned  even  the 
Gnostics,  though  they  were  not  unknown  to  St.  Paul, 
when  he  wrote  his  first  Epistle  to  Timothy. 

It  appears  from  the  preceding  paragraph,  that  St 
Luke's  object  in  writing  the  book,  which  i?  called  the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles,  was  to  deliver  neither  a  general 
history  of  the  propagation  of  Christianity,  nor  a  com- 
plete history  of  St  Paul  in  particular  He  seems  to 
have  had  a  two- fold  object  in  view,  namely ; 

1.  To  relate  in  what  manner  the  gifts  of  the  Holy 
Spirit  were  communicated  on  the  day  of  Pentecost,  and 
the  subsequent  miracles  performed  by  the  Apostles,  by 
which  the  truth  of  Christianity  was  coufirmed.  Aq 
authentic  account  of  this- matter  was  absolutely  neces- 
sary, because  Christ  had  so  often  assured  his  disciples,' 
that  they  should  receive  the  Holy  Spirit.  Unbelievers 
therefore,  whether  Jews  or  Heathens,  might  have  made 
objections  to  our  religion,  if  it  had  not  been  shewn, 
that  Cbrisf  s  declaration  was  really  fulfilled* 

3,  To  deliver  such  accounts*  as  proved  the  claim 
of  the  Gentiles  to  admission  into  the  church  of  Christ, 
a  claim  disputed  by  the  Jews,  especially  at  the  tima, 
when  St.  Luke  wrote  the  Acts  of  the  Apostle*.  And. 
It  was  this  very  circumstance,  Which  excited  the  hatred 
of  the  Jews  against  St.  Paul,  and  occasioned  his  inpri*. 
sonment  in  Rome,  with  which  St  Luke  closes  his 
history.  Hence  we  see  the  reason,  why  he  relates, 
ch.  viii.  the  conversion  of  the  Samaritans*  and  eh.  x»  xL 
the  story  of  Cornelius,  whom  St.  Peter  (to  whose 
authority  the  adversaries  of  St  Paul  had  appealed  in 
favour  of  circumcision n)  baptized,  though  he  was  not 

*  See  Galat,  ii.  6—21, 
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of  the  circumcision.  Hence  also  St  Lake  relates  the 
determination  of  the  first  council  in  Jerusalem  relative 
to  the  Levitical  law :  and  for  the  same  reason  be  is  more 
diffuse  in  his  account  of  St.  Paul's  conversion,  and  St. 
Paul's  preaching  the  Gospel  to  the  Gentiles,  than  on 
any  other  subject.  It  is  true  that  the  whole  relation, 
winch  St  Luke  hafc  given,  eh.  xii.  has  no  connection  with 
the  conversion  of  the  Gentiles :  but  during  the  period,  to 
which  that  chapter  relates,  St  Paul  himself  was  present 
at  Jerusalem0,  and  it  is  probable  for  that  teason,  that 
St  Luke  has  introduced  it 

Before  1  conclude  this  section,  I  must  mention  ano* 
ther  opinion,  which  occurs  to  me,  relative  to  St  Luke's 
plan  in  writing  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles.  Pef baps  his 
intention  was  to  record  only  those  facts,  which  he  had 
either  seeu  himself,  or  heard  from  eye-witnesses.  When 
I  consider  his  total  silence  in  respect  to  the  early  pro* 
pagation  of  Christianity  at  Edessa,  I  think  this  opinion 
not  improbable. 
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SECTION  III. 

> 

Of  St.  Luke's  Style,  and  his  Made  of  Narration.  - 

Though  St.  Luke  baa  omitted  many  material  parts  <tf 

1  history,  in  the  first  thirty  years  after  the 
,  yet  be  is  very  circumstantial  and  perspicu- 
m  those  parts,  which  he  has  related.    At  the  same  s 
thuc,   he  has  no  where  exhausted   his  subject:  for 
wherever  he  has  occasion  to  introduce  what  he  had 
related  before,  the  relation  is  always  accompanied  with 
some  new  circumstances.    Examples  of  this  kind  are  > 
the  conversion  of  St  Paul,  and  tbe  baptism  of  Corne- 
lius, which  he  himself  relates  first  as  an  historian,  and . 
afterwards  introduces  in  the  speeches  of  St  Peter  and 

°  See  Actexi.  30.  xS.  25. 
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St.  Paul.  Thift  variation  is  so  far  from  being  a  ble- 
mish, that  it  may  rather  be  considered  as  an  orna- 
ment: for  a  repetition  of  the  same  story,  with  the 
very  same  circumstances,  is  neither  entertaining  nor 
instructive.  But  several  transcribers  and  editors  have 
supposed,  that  wherever  they,  observed  a  circumstance 
less  in  one  place  than  in  the  other,  there  was  in  that 
place  a  real  defect,  and  have  accordingly  interpolated 
out  of  the  latter  into  the  former.  Thus,  in  ch.  ix. 
where  St.  Luke  gives  his  own  account  of  St  Paul's 
conversion,  an  interpolation  has  been  made  from 
oh.  xxvi.  where  St.  Paul  himself  describes  bis  conver- 
sionp  :  and  hence  the  three  relations  of  this  fact  in  the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles  resemble  each  other  in  our  modern 
printed  editions,  much  more  than  in  the  ancient  ma* 
PMScripts. 

In  describing  St  Paul's  shipwreck,  he  appears  to 
Jiave  used  the  Greek  technical  terms  of  navigation; 
some  of  which  we  find  it  difficult  to  understand,  through 
want  of  sufficient  knowledge  of  this  subject. 

In  general  St  Luke's  style  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apos- 
tles is  much  purer  than  that  of  most  other  books  of  the 
New  Testament,  especially  in  the  speeches  delivered  by 
St.  Paul  at  Athens  and  before  the  Roman  governors, 
which  contain  passages  superior  to  any  thing  even  in  the 
Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  though  the  language  of  this 
Epistle  is  preferable  in  other  respects  to.  that  of  any 
other  book  in  the  New  Testament  But  the  Acts  of 
the  Apostles  are  by  no  means  free  from  Hebraisms: 
and  even  in  the  purest  parts,  which  are  the  speeches 
of  St  Paul,  we  .  still  find  the  language  of  a  native 
Jejv< 

It  deserves  particularly  to  be  remarked  that  St  Luke 
has  well  supported  the  character  of  each  person,  whom 
he  has  introduced  as  delivering  a  public  harangue,  and 
has  very  faithfully  and  happily  preserved  the  manner 

*  See  wnat  was  said  on  this  example  in  the  second  volume  of  this 
Introduction,  ch.  xii.  sect  3. 

t 
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of  speaking,  which  was  peculiar  to  each  of  his  orators. 
The  speeches  of  St.  Peter  are  recorded  by  St.  Luke 
with  the  same  simplicity  as  that  in  which  they  were 
delivered,  and  they  are  devoid  of  all  those  ornaments, 
which  we  usually  find  in  the  orations  of  the  Greeks  and 
Romans  q.    The  speeches  of  St.  Paul,  which  were  de- 
livered before  a  Jewish  assembly,  are  not  very  different 
in  their  manner  from  those  of  St.  Peter :  and  they  are! 
wholly  dissimilar  to  those,  which  the  same  Apostle  de- 
livered before  an  heathen  audience,  especially  in  Acts 
xiii.  16— -41.  where  St.  Paul  introduces  the  principal 
subject  of  his  discourse  by  a  long  periphrasis,  which 
would  have  been  neither  instructive  nor  entertaining  in 
any  other  place,  than  a  Jewish  synagogue.    The  speech 
delivered  by  the  martyr  Stephen,  in  the  seventh  chapter 
of  the  Acts  is  again  of  a  different  description.     It  is  a 
learned  discourse,  pronounced  by  a  speaker,  who  was 
totally  unacquainted  with  the  art  of  oratory.     Stephen 
spake  without  any   preparation,   and  though  he  had 
certainly  a  particular  object  in  view,  to  which  the 
several  parts  of  his  discourse  were  directed,  yet  it  is 
difficult  to  discover  this  object,  because  his  materials 
are  not  regularly  disposed.     It  is  true,  that  he  was  in- 
terrupted, and  was  prevented  from  finishing  his  ha- 
rangue :  but  an  orator,  who  is  accustomed  to  speak  in 
public,  and  has  learnt  methodical  arrangement,  will 
discover  even  at  the  commencement  of  his  oration 
the  purport  of  his  discourse.     In  Stephen's  speech 
we  meet  with  numerous  digressions,  and  literary  re- 
marks, of  which  we  cannot  perceive  the  tendency. 
for  instance,  he  has  a  remark,  which  is  at  variance 

« 

*  In  the  first  volume  of  this  Introduction,  ch.  v.  seqt.  3.  I  have 
starved,  that  St.  Luke,  in  the  relation  of  public  speeches,  has  fre- 
quently departed  from  the  words  of  the  Septuagtnt,  where  the 
speaker  had  quoted  passages  from  the  Old  Testament.  To  the  ex- 
amples, which  I  there  quoted,  may  be  added  Acts  ii.  17. 19*  In 
these  instances  St.  Luke  has  shewn  his  judgement,  in  not  transcrib- 
ing literally  from  the  Septuagint  passages,  which  the  speaker  could 
hate  quoted  only  from  memory* 
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with  the  Hebrew  text,  and  favours  another  resktiog,  or 
{f  not,  it  favours  a  mystical  exposition  of  the  common 
reading,  that  Abraham  did  not  depart  from  Haran,  tiU 
after  bis  father  s  death :  and  he  differs  from  tbeSeventy 
in  interpreting  TXQWp  not  by  '  lambq,'  but  by  *  a  silver 
coiq/  The  same  character  appears  throughout  the 
whole  of  Stephen's  discourse :  but  a  more  anoute  exa* 
minatioo  of  it  would  be  foreign  to  the  promt  purpose. 

Since  then  the  various  speakers,  who  are  introduced 
in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  uniformly  preserve  their 
proper  characters,  St.  Luke  must  have  received  very 
accurate  information.  Yet  many  of  these  speeches 
were  delivered,  not  in  the  Greek  language,  as  they  are 
recorded  by  St.  Luke,  but  in  Chaldee,  the  language  of 
Palestine.  Nor  is  it  probable,  that  any  of  the  pensons, 
who  were  present  at  the  time,  when  they  were  delivered* 
committed  them  to  writing!  if  we  except  the  speech 
of  Stephen.  My  reason  for  thinking  it  probable  that 
St  Luke  had  a  copy  of  Stephen's  speech,  is,  that 
it  contains  some  mistakes  of  memory,  and  some  in- 
accurate expositions,  which  St  Luke  himself  must 
have  known  to  be  such,  but  which  be  retained,  because 
he  found  theip  in  bis  copy.  Perhaps  this  copy  waa 
delivered  to  him  by  St.  Paul,  who  waa  not  only  present 
at  Stephen's  speech,  but  was  at  that  time  a  tealoua 
adversary  of  the  Christians ;  apd  being  at  the  same 
time  learned  in  the  law,  was  able  as  well  as:  willing 
to  detect  whatever  mistakes  might  be  made  by  the 
speaker* 

Lastly,  the  speeches  delivered  by,  St*  Paul  before 
assemblies!  which  were  accustomed  to  Grecian  oratory, 
are  of  a  totally  different  description  from  any  of  the 
preceding.  It  is  true,  that  they  are  neither  adorned 
with  the  Bowers  of  rhetoric,  nor  are  even  exempt  from 
such  expressions  as  betray  a  native  Jew :  but  the  lan- 
guage is  pointed  and. energetic,  and  the  materials  are 
not  only  well  selected,  but  judiciously  arranged.  The 
speech  which  St.  Paul  delivered  at  Athens,  and  the  two 
which  he  held  before  the  Roman  governors  of  J  qdsaa, 
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are  proof*  of  this  assertion.  Yet  St  Luke  appears  to 
have  given  only  an  abstract,  and  not  the  whol$  of  St 
Paul's  speeches :  for  the  Apostle  in  the  defence,  which 
he  made  before  Felix,  must  certainly  have  said  more 
than  is  recorded  by  St  Luke,  ch.  xxiv.  152,  1$.  unless 
we  suppose  that  he  merely  denied  the  charge,  which  had 
been  laid  to  him,  without  confuting  it  However  he 
has  certainly  shewn  great  judgment  in  these  abstracts: 
for,  if  he  has  opt  always  retained  the  very  words  of  St 
Paul,  he  has  adopted  such  as, well  suited  the  polished 
audience,  before  which  the  Apostle  spake* 


SECTTONflV. 

« 

Chronology,  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles? 

It  is  evident  that  St  Luke  wrote  the  Acts  of  the  Apos- 
tles with  a  tolerable  strict  .attention  to  chronological 
order :  bat  he  haB  not  annexed  a  date  to  any  one  of  his 
feels,  though  in  one  instance  he  had  done  k  in  his 
Gospel r.  Ancient  writers  in  general  were  less  atten- 
tive to  this  sabject,  than  modern  authors :  and  in  some 
cases  perhaps  St,  Luke,  did  not  exactly  know  in  what 
year  the  events  happened.  However  there  are  several 
parts  of  the  Aets  of  the  Apostles,  in  which  ecclesias- 
tical history  is  combined  with  political  facts,  of  which 
we  know  the  dates  :  arid  therefore  I  will  endeavour  to 
determine  such  as  can  be  settled  with  any  precision, 
because  an  acquaintance  with  the  chronology  of  the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles  wilt  not  only  contribute  to  the  un- 
derstanding of  the  book  itself,  but  will  assist  us  in  fixing 
$*  year,  in  which  many  of  St  Paul's  Epistles  were 
vitteo. 

'Ch.ui.1,2. 
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I  take  for  granted  that  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles 

35     commence  with  the  year  33  of  the  Christian  era  \ 

In   the  calculation  of  this  era  I  follow  Usher, 

and  do  not  enter  at  present  into  any  minute  in* 

quiries  on  this  subject, 

1.  The  Jirst  Epoch,  after  the  commencement  of 
the  book,  is  at  di.  xi.  29,  30  :  for  what  happened 
between  the  first  Pentecost  after  Christ's  ascension 
and  this  periodf  is  without  any  marks  of  chrono- 
44  logy.  But  at  ch.  xi.  &9»  30.  we  have  a  date  :  for 
the  famine  which  took  place  in  the  time  of  Clau- 
dius Caesar,  and  which  induced  the  disciples  at 
Antioch  to  send  relief  to  their  brethren  in  Judaea, 
happened  in  the  fourth  year  of  Claudius's  reign, 
that  is,  in  the  year  44  of  the  Christian  era  \ 
44.  2.  Second  Epoch.  Herod  Agrippa  dies  soon 
after  he  had  put  to  death  the  Apostle  St.  James : 
and  about  that  time  St  Paul  and  St.  Barnabas  re- 
turn from  Jerusalem  to  Antioch.  Ch.xii.  SI — 
25.     This  is  still  in  the  year  44. 

8.  Third  Epoch.  Ch.  xviii.  2.  Shortly  after 
the  banishment  of  the  Jews  from  Italy  by  Claudius 
Ctesar,  St  Paul  arrives  at  Corinth.  Commentators 
affix  the  date  54  to  this  event:  but  it  is  uncertain, 
for  Suetonius,  the  only  historian  who  has.  noticed 
this  banishment  of  the  Jews,  mentions  it  without 
date.  For  that  reason  1  place  no  date  in  the 
margin. 


•  For  the  convenience  of  the  reader  I  place  this  as  well  as  the 
following  dates  in  the  margin. 

t  I  have  already  observed  that  1  follow  Usher,  without  entering 
into  any  minute  inquiries  in  respect  to  the  Christian  era.  If  this  is 
calculated  wrong,  the  following  dates  must  be  altered  accordingly. 
Whoever  has  sufficient  ability  and  leisure  for  the  undertaking  would 
contribute  to  the  explanation  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  by  calcu- 
lating these  Epochs  with  still  greater  precision.  But  conjecture 
must  be  discarded,  and  facts  only  admitted  as  proofs. 
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4-  fourth  Epoch.  St  Paul  coines  to  Jerusalem, 
where  be  is  imprisoned  by  the  Jews,  not  long 
after  the  disturbances  which  were  excited  by  the 
Egyptian,  Ch.  xxi.  37 — 39«  This  imprison- 
ment of  St.  Paul  happened  in  the  year  60,  for  it  60 
was.two  years  before  Felix  quitted  his  government  / 
of  Judaea.    Ch.  xxiii,  26.  xxiv.  27.  ' 

5.  Fifth  Epoch.  Two  years  after  the  commence-  «  , 
ment  of  St.  Paul's  imprisonment,  Festus  is  ap-  62 
pointed  governor  of  Judaea.  Ch.  xxiv.  27.  xxv.  I. 

From  this  period  the  chronology  of  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles  is  clear,  St.  Paul  is  sent  prisoner  to  Rome  in 
the  autumn  of  the  same  year  in  which  Festus  arrived 
io  Judaea :  he  suffers  shipwreck,  passes  the  winter  in* 
Malta,  and  arrives  in  Rome  in  the  following  year,  that 
is,  in  63.  Ch.  xxvi.  xxvii.  xxviii. 

The  Acts  of  the  Apostles  close  with  the  end  of  the 
second  year  of  St  .Paul's  imprisonment  in  Rome ;  con- 
sequently, in  the  year  65.  Ch.  xxviii.  30. 

To  the  events  which  happened  between  the  epochs 
33  and  34,  and  between  44  and  60,  it  is  difficult  to 
assign  any  determinate  year :  and  all  that  we  can  po- 
sitively say  of  these  events,  is  that  they  happened  in 
those   intervals.     It  is  true  that  cbronologers    have 
made   the  attempt :  but  none  of  them  has  met  with 
success,  not  even  the   truly  eminent  Usher.     Unfor- 
tunately, the  two  most  important  years,  that  of   St.. 
Paul's  conversion,  and  that  of  the  first  council  in  Je-. 
rusaJem,  are  the  most  difficult  to  be  determined :  for 
neither  St.  Paul's  conversion,  nor  the  council  in  Jeru- 
salem,  is  combined  with  any  political  tact,  by  means, 
of  which  the  date  might  t>e  discovered.     Usher  places 
St  Paul's  conversion  in  the  year  35,  others  in  38 :  but 
we  cannot  positively  assert  either  the  one  or  the  other. 

But  though  we  cannot  arrive  at  absolute  certainty 
we  can  form  in  some  cases  a  probable  conjecture.  For 
instance,  St  Stephen  hardly  suffered  martyrdom  before 
Pilate  was  recalled  from  the  government  of  Judea,  for 

▼OJL.    III.  T 
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under  Pilate  tbe  Jewa  bad  not  the  power  of  inflicting 
capital  punishments.  Now,  according  to  Usher,  the  year, 
in  which  Pilate  was  recalled,  was  the  36lk  of  the  Chris- 
tian era.  St.  Stephen's  martyrdom  therefore  probably 
happened  after  36.  If  this  be  true,  St.  Paul's  eon* 
version  must  have  happeped  likewise  after  36>  and 
therefore  35  is  too  early  a  date*  But  how  long  after 
36,  whether  in  38,  as.  some  say,  I  cannot  determine. 
Neither  date  agrees  with  the  Epistle  to  the  Galatians  \ 
In  what  manner  the  chapters  iil  iv.  v.  vi.  are  to  be 
arranged  between  33  and  36,  I  cannot  determine :  for 
what  obroaologers  h&ve  said  is  mere  conjecture!  and 
not  calculation.  Tbe  same  uncertainty  prevails  in  re* 
apect  to  ch.  uiii.  and  x. :  for  we  can  affirm  nothing 
more,  than  that  the  one  must  be  placed  before,  the 
other  after  36.  We  are  likewise  id  the  dark  with  respect 
to  ch.  xiii.  xiv.  and  several  other  chapters.  Of  ch.  xvi* 
jve;  may  assert;  that' it  belongs  to  a  period  at  least  six 
yean  prior  to  tiie  fourth  epoch  or  the  year  60< :  for  a 
year  and  an  half  at  Corinth,  three  years  at  Ephesus,  and 
thetime  spent  on  severaljooijnies,  can  hardly  be  pressed 
into  a  smaller  compass,  than  that  of  six  years*  To 
ch.  xvi.  therefore  the  latest  date,  which  can  be  assigned, 
is  54 :  aqd  it  is  not  impossible  that  a  Mill  earlier  date 
should  be  assigned  ta  it. 

.  Wherever  I  shall  have  occasion  to  speak,  in  tbe  fol- 
lowing chapters  of  this  Introduction,  of  the  dates  to  be 
annexed  to  St  Paul's  Epistles,  I  must  beg  to  be  uo- 
desstood  as  delivering  not  my  own*  opinion,  except 
where  I  explain  myself  more  fully,  but  the  opinion  of 
others.  The  most  proper  dates,  for  St.  Paul'*  Epistles 
are  nsfesences  to  the  respective  parts  of  tbe  Acts  of  tbe 
Apostles. 

•  Set  Ch.  Xlt  sect.  I. 
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»  OHAPTfilt  IX. 

THE  STUDY'  OF  JOSEPHUS  RECOMMENDED  AS  TH* 
BEST  MEANS  OF  UNDERSTANDING  THE  HISTORI- 
CAL BOOKS  OF  THE  NEW  TESTAMENT.  ' 


,  i 


Bbfoke  I  tandudte  toy  account  of  the  historieai  kooks 
of  the  New  Tfestament,  1'  must  particularly  recom- 
mend a  diligent  study  of  the  works  of  Josephus,  froda 
die  beginning  of'  JJerod's  feign  to  •  the  end  of  the 
Jewish  Antiqoitles.  Ottills  *nd  Kidbs*  men  of  tedl 
leafniogj  have  set<a  very  laudable  example,  in  selecting 
passages  4 rem  Josephus,  with  a  view  of  Htostrati&gthe 
(New  Testament:  yet,  what  is  very  extraordinary;  this 
author  i*in.gromtneg1bcteri,  though  he  really  furdiskds 
thetvery  best  commentary  on  the  Gospels  and*  the  Acts. 
I  will  select  only  on*  exAifipte  iti  proof 'of  ttris  fcssertipn  j 
bat  this  example  is  of  great  importance,  because  net 
only  a  faerplexed  passage  in  the  New  Testament  will  be 
explained,  but  a  difficulty  relative  to  a  pdint  of  morality 
will  be  reinored.       ' 

In  the  third  chapter  of  St  Luke's  Gcepel,  where  tbte 
baptism  of  John  is  described;  the  Jtaulgeiist  says*  ver,  14. 

RntyMvrtftr  &  ourov  oi  epercftyfevot,  Xc'Vovrtc*  k<h  q/Mtc  n 

*txJxwym/;  to  which  question  John  the^  Baptist  answered, 

4*P****z  tym.  lJ™  Shis  passage,  thfe  wdrd  tparcvb/tfew*  fe 
ustfatiy  rendered  *  soldiers/  as<if  theta  were  h&  dtffertncfe 
fctttoeenthe  particle  9jtert**^*A  ertdtbe  nbutt*g>4fti**t» 
Grotius  supposes  that)  Si; '  Lukfe  tndttit  soldier*, :  rtho 
spent  the  greatest  pert  of;  their  Ito*  w*  gkrr*#fl,^attd 
did  not  take  tlie  field,  except  on  the  greatest  emergen- 
cies. But  vparcvofccvoc  evidently  denotes  *  soldiers  ac- 
tuatty  or  service," or « folriter*  ^etuHHy  dbgi&gcld  in  war.' 
Now  it  appears  from  the  relation  of  Joj*ej*hus  (Aritiq. 
xviii.  5.)  that  Herud  the  tetvarch  qi  Galilee  .war  en- 
.gaged  40  a  War  wkfeibisfatbet^iR+laar  ifrrttkfy  a  petty 
king  in  Arabia   Pet  roe  a,  at  the  vety  tittug  tn  tflrftth 

y  2 
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John  was  preaching  inthe  wilderness.      Mactuerus,  a 
fortress  situated  on  ft  hill,  not  far  from  the  eastern 
shore  pf  the  Dead  sea,  on  the  confines  of  the  two 
countries,  was  the  place,  in  which  John  was  imprisoned, 
-tod  afterwards  beheaded.    The  army  of  Herod,  then 
on  its  march  from  Galilee,  passed  through  the  country, 
in  which  John  baptized :  and  hence  we  discover  that 
these  *parevo/uvoi  were  soldiers  of  Herod  •  the  tetrarcb, 
.  who  were:  marching  to  battle  .against  Aretas.     Further 
it  is  highly  probable,  that  they  were  not  native  Jews, 
but  foreigners  taken  into  Herod's  pay.    As  early  as  the 
time  of  John  HyrcintiSj  the  Jews  had  foreigners  in 
their  service",  who  gradually   increased    to  such  a 
•degree  as  to  supersede  the  natives  of  the  country. 
.At  least,  if  we  may  judge  from  the  account   given 
,by  Josephus,   of   the  funeral    procession,  of  Herod 
.the  Great,  the  army  of  this  Jewish  sovereign  consisted 
:  wholly  of  foreigners.    For  at  the  funeral  of  Herod  the 
Great,  according  to  Josephus*,  the  whole  army  was 
dra>vn  up  in  military,  parade,  and  consisted,  1"  of  the 
life-guard  \  Sdly  of  Tbracians,  5d,y  of  Germans,    4*ly 
of  Galatians.    If  we  may  argue  from  Herod  the  Great 
to  bis  son  Herod  Antipas,  the  army  of  the  latter  con- 
.sigted  likewise  of  foreigners. 

,  So  far  in  regard  to  the  question,  who  these  vparena* 
pew  were.  With  respect  to  John  s  answer  it  must  be 
•observed,  that  though  Herod  Antipas  was  engaged  in 
an  unjust  war,  the  Baptist  who  had  sufficient  courage 
to  reprove  Herod  himself,  did  not  say  to  the  soldiers 
that  it  was  their  duty  to  examine  the  justice  of  a  war, 
before  they  marched  to  battle,  but  cautioned  them  only 
in  general  terms  against  rapine  and  violence,  adding 
.that  they  should  be  content  with  .their  wages. 

-    w  Joseph  Antiq.  Lib.  XIII.  cap.  8.  sect.  4.  cap,  IS.  sept.  $. 
cap.  16.  sect.  2.  , 

•    *  Antiq.  XVII.  8.  3. 

•  y  The  life-guard  certainly  consisted  of  foreigners :  for  Herod  the 
-Great  would  not  .have  intrusted  the  protection  of  his  person  to 
troops  of  Jewish  prigin. 
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Many  other  examples  might  be  produced,  of  a 
similar  description  with  the  preceding,  and  for  that 
reason  every  man  who  would  understand  the  Gospels 
and  the  Acts,  should  study  the  works  of  Josephus, 
especially  those  books,  which  I  have  mentioned  above, 
lam  persuaded,  that  if  they  were  made  the  subject  of 
public  lectures  in  our  universities,  the  theological  stu- 
dent would  reap  much  greater  benefit,  than  from  all 
the  lectures  on  polemical  divinity,  of  which  the  greatest 
part  of  the  clergy  can  make  little  or  no  use.  It  were 
likewise  to  be  wished,  that  some  one,  who  has  abilities 
for  the  undertaking,  would  make  a  good  and  fluent 
translation  of  them,  for  the  benefit  of  those,  who  are 
unable  to  read  the  original,  and  accompany  the  trans- 
lation with  such  notes,  as  are  necessary  to  make  it  in* 
telligible  to  the  unlearned. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

OF  THE  NAME*  AND  NUMBER  OF  THE  CANONICAL 

GOSPELS* 

PAGE  1. 

1.  Few  Greek  manuscripts  contain  the  whole  of  the 
New  Testament :  for  to  one,  which  contains  the  whote, 
among  those  which  ana  now  extent,  there  are  at  least 
thirty,  which  contain  only  parts  of  it,  namely,  either 
the  four  Gospels  alone,  or  the  four  Gospels  with  the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles,  or  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  alone, 
or  St  Paul's  Epistles  alone,  of  the  Catholic  Epistles 
alone,  or  the  Catholic  Epistles  with  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles,  &&    But  those,  which  do  contain  the  wbolfe 
of  the  New  Testament,  as  the  Codex  Alexandrinus, 
the  Code*  Vaticanus,  add  the  Code*  Ecfbrem  (the 
only  three  of  the  MSS.  written  in  uncial  letters,  and 
these  three  contain  likewise  the  Septuaglnt)  hate  the, 
four  Gospels  at  the  beginning,  and  therefore  out  author 
is  so  far  right  ih  saying  that  the  foot*  Gospels,  accord- 
ing to  the  arrangement  in  the  manuscripts,  make  the 
first  book  of  the  New  Testament    However  as  thfe 
four  Gospels  are  in  these  manuscripts  as  much  distin- 
guished from  each  other,  as  they  are  from  the  Acts  and 
the  Epistles,  we  may  rather  consider  them  as  one  book 
in    consequence  of  the  circumstance,  that  so  many 
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Greek  manuscripts  contain  the  four  Gospels  alone. 
With  respect  to  the  arrangement  of  the  Gospels  in  re- 
ference to  each  other,  the  Greek  manuscripts  in  general 
have  them  in  the  order,  in  which  they  are  placed  in 
our  canon,  Matthew,  Mark,  Luke,  John.  But  the 
Latin  church  arranged  them  thus,  Matthew,  John, 
Luke,  Mark :  and  this  arrangement  is  observed,  not 
only  in  the  old  Latin  manuscripts,  but  likewise  in  the 
Codex  BezoB. 

£.  This  expression  Kara  to  tyayy*\iov  fxs  in  Rom.  ii. 
16.  was  understood -by  several  of  the  ancient  Fathers 
as  having  reference  to  St.  Luke's  Gospel,  which  they 
imagined  was  dictated  by  $t*  Paul,  and  was  therefore 
called  by  the  Apostle  '  my  Gospel.'  Thus  Origen,  as 
quoted  by  Eusebius.  (Hist.  Eccles.  Lib.  VI.  cap*,  35.) 

calls  St.  Luke's  Gospel  to  uvalLwXtf  Hracvupcvov  cuayyfXtov. 

But  Eusebius,  though  he  relates  the  opinion  of  others, 
does  not  vouch  for  the  truth  of  it :  for  he  says  only 

(Hist,  Eccles.  lib.  HI,  cap..  4.)  +aai  8e,_  o>g  opa[Ts  tar 
aifrov  tvayytXt*  fiyqpup'cuciv  o  IlauXoc  ccwflcv,  ownvuca  ,«c  wtf* 
iSc8  revoc  cwayycXw   ypa^wv  .eXcy*.  icara.ro  evayytXww  pm. 

Jerpui  likewise  in  t)is  catalogue  of  ecclesiastical  writers, 
uqd?r.  the  article  *Luke'  (Tquh  IV.  P.  ib  p.  JOS. 
e<J.  Benedict.)  say§  only  "  Quidaw  snspicantur,  quoties- 
cupque  in  epistolis  suis  dicit  Paulus,  '  juxta  EyapgeHuin 
meuip,'  de  Lucas  significare  yolumine."    Aqd  (hat  it 
was  a  mere  conjecture,  and  that  too  a  very  ungrounded 
one.  is  certain  :  for  ;in  Bioaj.  xiv.,  %$,  where  St.  Paul 
has  again  used  the  expression  tara  to  mmyy^tov  im,  he 
has  himself  explained  it  by  adding;  *«i  fro  mtpvypa  l*** 
Xjh?«.    Nor  has  St.  Paul  any.  where  used  the  word 
twtyytXwv  in  the  sense  of '  a  written  narrative  of  Chat's 
life>>  a  sense,  which  it  probably  did  not.  acquire  before 
thp  second  century.     Besjdes,  there  are  the  strongest 
rcf^pns  for  believing,  that  St.  Luke's  Gospel  was  not 
written  till  some  years  after  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans, 
94  yvijl  be  shown  hereafter. 
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PACE  2. 

3.  Ouf- author  in  his  German  translation  of  the 
New  Testament  interprets  Mark  L'  1—4..  in  the  fol- 
lowing manner.  'The  beginning  of  the  glad  tidirigs 
of  Jesus.  Christ  the.  Son  of  God,  was  made  by  John, 
who  baptized  in  the  wilderness,  and  preached  the-bap- 
I ism  of  repentance  Cor  the  remission  of  sins ;  as  it  is 
written,  &c/  And. the,  interpretation  is  just,:  ibr  if 
op/«  ts  tvayyt Ac*  had  been  used  by  St.  Mark,  to  signify,- 
that  he  there,  began  his  narrative  of  Christ's  life,  -and 
to  denote  nothing  more  than,  lncipit  Evangel  mm  Jesu 
Christi,  in  the  same  manner  as  we  fihd  in'  the  Latin 
manuscripts  at  the  head  of  each  Gospel,  lncipit 
Evangelium  secundum  Matthseum,  lncipit  Evfehgefium 
secundum  Mercum,  &c  .  St.  Mark's  *  Gospel  would  in 
fact  begin,  with  wcy*yp«"rT<tt,  which  would  be  a  very 
unsuitable  cominencertient  of  .any  narrative.         .   .1 

4.  On  the.  superscriptions*  EuayytXiwt'.Kara  MarBawvj 

Ewtyy^Xtov  Kara  Mapcov,  »&c.  which?  were  not  prefixed 
by  the  Eyahgelists  themselves,  see  Simon  Hist.  Grit  du 
N.T.  cb>  ii.  .■  .!, 

5.  lo  the  Greek  Testament,  as  Evay-ysXcov  signifies c-  the 
glad  tidings  of  the  advent  of  the  Messiah,'  so  cvayytXtfcw 
denotes:  c;a  persoir.who  delivers  those  glad  tidings,'  or 
*  a  propagator  of  the'  Christian  religion/     On  this,  a& 
well  as  eVefy  other  poijlt  of  sacred  Greek  philology, 
the  reader  will  do  /well  to  consult  Schleusneri  Lexicon 
Gr&cu-Laiinumin  Novum  TefctamentunvLipawe,  1798, 
S  Tom.  j8?o.    This  work  contains  a  treasure  of  know* 
ledge,,  with  which  no  student  in  .theology  can  dispense: 
it  unites  the  most  valuable  observations,  which  Light- 
foot,  Schoettgen,  -and  Meascherr  have  made  from  the 
works  of. Hebrew  and  Rabbinical  writers,  those  winch 
Carj>20Viand:Krebs  have  made  from  Philo  and  Josepbus, 
those  which   Raphel,    Bos,    A lberti,   Eisner,   KVpke, 
Palairet,   and  Munthe  have  made   from  the  Greek 
classics,  together  with  an  immense  number,  which  the 
author's  own 'profound  erudition  supplied.    The  dif- 
ferent senses  of  the  words  are  investigated  with;  the 
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utmost  philological  precision :  they  are  illustrated  by 
the  principal  passages  of  the  Greek  Testament ;  and  the 
whole  is  arranged  in  the  most  perspicuous  manner.  I 
mention  particularly  this  work  at  present,  as  no  notice 
either  was  or  could  be  taken  of  it  in  the  notes  to  the 
first  volume  of  this  Introduction. 

5.  This  analogy  was  observed  by  Irenteus  (adv. 
Hawes.  Lib.  III.  cap.  11.  sect.  8.)  Many  other 
equally  fanciful  analogies  were  observed  by  the  Fathers, 
as  that  of  the  four  cardinal  virtues,  the  four  elements, 
&c.  which  the  reader  will  find  in  Suiceri  Thesaurus 
Ecclesiasticus,  Torn*  I .  p.  1242,  1283.  But  the  most 
celebrated  analogy  is  that  of  the  four  animals  described 
in  Ezekiel  i.  5 — 10.  which  was  observed  by  Jerom 
(Tom.  IV.  p.  3.  ed.  Benedict.),  and  gave  rise  to  the 
well  known  paintings  of  the  four  Evangelists. 

0.  Among  the  numerous  Greek  Gospels,  which 
circulated  in  the  second  century,  four  only  have  de- 
scended entire  to  the.  present  age,  because  four  only 
were  admitted  into  the  Greek  canon :  and  those  four 
only  were  admitted  into  the  Greek  canon,  because  they 
were  the  only  four  Greek  Gospels,  which  were  univer- 
sally acknowledged  to  have  been  written  by  the  persons 
whose  names  they  bore ;  a  fiova  avavrippirra  «w  cv  rp  m 
r*v  spavov  ti»cXi|<rcf  r»  6f«,  as  Origen  says  in  a  passage 
quoted  by  Eusebius,  Hist.  Eccles.  Lib.  VI.  cap.  85. 
For  the  Gospels  ascribed  to  Peter,  Thomas,  Matthias, 
and  others,  of  which  Eusebius  says  (Hist.  Eccles. 

Lib*  III.  cap.  25.),  n&v  nSufUtfc  tv  avyypafifAam  r«v  Kara 
StoSo^ac  €jrfcXty<ria?ffCft»v  tic  avqp  «ic  pwi[ii)v  ayayu*  i£iM<re, 

were  without  doubt  falsely  ascribed  to  them.  To  ask 
further,  why  the  number  of  authentic  Greek  Gospels 
was  precisely  four,  and  not  either  three  or  five,  is  as 
absurd,  as  it  would  be  to  ask,  why  Cicero  wrote  precisely 
nine  Epistles  to  Lentulus,  and  not  either  eight  or  ten. 

Beside  the  Gospels,  which  bore  the  names  of  their 
real  or  pretended  authors,  there  were  others,  which 
bore  the  names  of  the  persons  who  used  them,  as  the 
Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  and  the  Gospel  ac- 
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• 

cording  to  thifc  Egyptians*  Bat,  is  the  former  *as 
written  in  Hebrew,  it  could  not  be  admitted  into  th# 
Greek  tarion:  and  that  the  latter  was  not,  Will  be* 
thought  e*traordioary  by  no  oDe,  wtto  ha*  see*  thv 
fracoaeots,  which  are  now  extant  of  it  J  r      *  • « ' 

PA0&S.  '  -'••;.) 

7.  The  fi'agmems  of  the  apcter yphal  Gospels  have' 
beco  collected  by  Grate  in  hi*  Spicilegioin  Pafrum  utf 
et  Haeredcorum  ssecuti  post  Cbnstam  Datum  I.  It.  ev 
IILQxobiasy  1?J«,  171£^  2  Tom.  8*o.:  byFabridusy 
in  his  Codex  Apocryphus  Novi  Testameftiti,  Hamburg!, 
1719,  1743,  ed.  2A.  2  Tom.  8vo. :  and  still  more 
completely  by  Jones,  in  his  >aerw  and  full  method  of 
letriiag  the  canonical'  authority  of  the  Ne*  Testament, 
Loodoo,  17«fi,  1727,  3  Vol.  »to. 
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CHAPTER  n. 

• 

OF  THE  nAEMOtfV  09  THE  FOU ft  GOSPELS. 
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SECTION  I, 

2A4H&5. 

I.  Between  1773  and  1781,  Leasing  published  at 
Brunswick  a  periodical  work,  enfcttait  Beytrage  zub 
Gtachichte  uad  Literature  aus  den  Schatzea  der  Het-» 
zog(ichen  Biblipthek  m  Wolfenbuttdr  that  is  €ont)i> 
butions  to  history  and  literature,  from  the  treasures  of 
the  ducal  library  at  Wolfenbiittel.  In  this  work,  espe- 
cially in  the  fourth  volume,  were  inserted  the  celebrated 
fragments,  of  which  our  author  here  speaks. 
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,-.  &  The  German  title  of  this  answer  of  Michaelis  is, 
Erklarung  dcr  Bcgralmissund  Auferstehuags  Gesohiobte 
Chris  ti  necb  den  vier  Evangelisten.  .  Of  English  works 
on  thjs  subject^  beside  the  well  known  writings  of  Sher- 
lock, West,  and  Ditton,  nay  be  recommended  an 
Essay  on  the  resurrection  of  Christ  inserted  in  ch.  xii. 
of  Benson's  Life  of  Christ,  London,  1764,  4to.  and 
the  following  short  hat  excellent  tre^tiae^  A  Review  of 
ti*e  chief  tfiffkwlties  in  the  Gospel  History  relating  to 
oar  Lord's  raurreettoo,  by  W*  Newcome,  DJ><  .bishop 
of  Waterford  (afterwards  archbisbop  of  Armagh), 
pi»Ww,179l,4ta. 

)    !       *  .     i    .  .  VMOE  9*   . 

r  3.  When  wej)ave,  oertain.  knowledge  .of  the  existence 

of  a  fact,  as  that  of  ei»  eagagexpent  between  two  ar-> 

mies,  no  contradictions  in  the  accounts  of  that  fact  can 

disprove  the  existence  of  the  fact  itself.     But  when  the 

question  is  in  agitation,  whether  an  alleged  fact  be  true, 

or  not,  our  conviction  of m  Ibe  truth  of  it  will  certainly 

be  affected  by  the  concurrence  or  contradiction  of  the 

testimonies  in  its  favour.    And  if  the  contradictions  are 

sqch  as  to  be  wholly  incapable  of  a  reconciliation,  the 

proof  of  the  fact  will  qertnirfy  not  be  so  satisfactory,  as 

it  would,  if  the  witnesses  agreed.     But  since  not  every 

'  deviation  is  9  iqoftacfotyonj)  ap4  the  saape .fact,  *s 

viewed  by  different  persons  in  different  lights,  not  only 

may,  but  must  be  reported  by  them  in  different  ways, 

we  must  examine,  whcfchfer  the  deviations  are  such,  as 

may  be  explained  on  this  principle.     If  they  are,  and 

the  witnesses  are  in  other  respects  credible,  we  can  have 

no  ieatofrJfof'  vefusidg  ,00?  1  assent    further,  we  must 

distinguish/  variations  in  rfeapecf  to  concomitant  tjircum- 

stances  fromxtartations;in  respect  to  the  1  main  feet:  for 

-  the  Jbrtaer  ace  of  much  less  1  importance  than  ithe  latter. 
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RAGE  10. 

K  That  the  facta,  which  are  related  in  common  by 
St  Matthew,  St  Mark*  and  St  Luke,  are  not  arranged 
by  all  three  Evangelists  in  chronological  order,  is  cer- 
tain :  for  the  order  of  those  facts  is  not  the  same  iq  a]l 
three  Gospels.    But  we  must  not  therefore  conclude 
that  not  one  of  them  wrote  in  chronological  order.:  for 
one  of  them  may  have  observed  chronological  order,, 
while  the  other  two  did  not,  or  two  of  them  may  have 
observed  chronological  drder,  while  the  third  did  not. 
Now  St  Mark  and.St*  Luke  i have  generally  .placed the 
facts,  which  they  have  iq  common,  in  the  saajae.ordery 
(the  reasoq  of  which  will.be  explained  hereafter):  bull 
St  Matthew*  in  the  former  half  of  Jbis.  Gospel,  baa 
placed  a  great,  number  of  the  facts,  which  he  .has  in 
common  with  St  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  in  a  very. dif- 
ferent order.    It  is  therefore  reasonable  to  suppose^ 
that  all  such  facts  happened  in  the  order,  in  wltichSfc 
Matthew  has  placed  them,  and  not.  in  the  order  in 
which  they,  are  placed  by  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke ;  fan 
St  Matthew,  as,  being  an  Apostle  and  eye- witness  to, 
the  facts,  which -be  has  recorded,  must  in  general  have 
known,  the  time,  in  which  each  of  them  happenedy 
but  which  St.  .Mark  and  St.  Luke,  who  were  ,not  eye- 
witnesses,, could,  not  always,  know.  ,  Not  to.  mention 
Bengel,  Bertling,  .and  other  harmonists, .  who  make,  the 
facts,  which  are  common  to  these  three  Evangelists, 
subordinate  .to  St  Matthew's  arrangement,  I  will  quote 
only  the  opinion,  of  Eicbhorn,  who  says  in .  his,  Uni-* 
wraeLLibrary  of  Biblical  Literature,  Vol.  V.  p..783< 
that  f  the  facts  recorded  in  the  former  part  of  St  Mat* 
tbew'a  Gospel,  .were  rearranged  by  St.  Matthew,  jac? 
oording  to  the  exact  order  of  time.,  as  it  would  be 
easy  to  shew  by  an  analysis  of  the  several  sections  of 
which  that  part  is  composed.'    Sir.  Isaac  Newton  was 
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of  the  same  opinion :  for  he  says  in  his  Observations  on 
Daniel,  p.  152.  of  the  edition  printed  in  London  in 
1732,  4to.  '  that  St.  Matthew  was  an  eye-witness  of 
what  he  relates,  and  so  tells  all  things  in  due  order  of 
time,  which  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  do  not*  And 
bishop  Pearce  has  adopted  the  same  opinion '.  See  Vol.  I. 
g»  207.  of  his  *  Commentary,  with  Notes  on  the  four 
Evangelists  and  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles/  London, 
1777*  &  Vols.  4to.  However,  as  there  h  hardly  any 
rule  without  an  exception,  I  would  not  assert  that  St. 
Matthew  baa  in  no  instance  whatsoever  deviated  from 
chronological  order. 

PAGE  lit     * 

£•  The  fact,  that  all  our  Evangelists  have  not  always 
written  in  chronological  order,  is  very  properly  asserted 
by  our  author,  in  opposition  to  several  harmonists, 
who,  in  order  to  make  good  their  position,  have  been 
frequently  reduced  to  the  necessity  of  representing  the 
same^vent,  as  having  happened  more  than  once,  merely 
in  oonseqmnce  of  its  having  different  positions  in  dif- 
ferent Gospels,  But  our  author  certainly  goes  too  far, 
when,  with  the  view  of  apologizing  for  a  violation  of 
chronological  order,  he  describes  this  violation  as  an 
eaoeltaice  in  an  historian.  He  says,  that  an  annalist, 
who  barely  records  a  string  of  events,  in  the  order  in 
which  they  happened,  is  the  most  unpleasant  kind  of 
historian.  This  is  true,  but  the  annalist  fails  to  give 
deiight,  •  not  because*  his  facts  are  arranged  in  chrono- 
logical order,  but  because  he  simply  reports,  without 
reasoning  on  what  he  relates,  and  delivers  his  informa- 
tion in  a  style  not  suited  to  captivate  the  imagination. 
Chronological  order  is  so  far  from  being  the  reason, 
why  annalists  are  less  agreeable  than  other 
that thi*  very  order  is  the  principal  qualification, 
makes  the  annalist  of  any  value :  for  if  thip  order  be 
destroyed,  a  regular  aeries  of  historical  events  will  be 
converted  into  a  rude  mass  of  unconnected  annecdotes. 
Our  author  further  observes*  that  an  historian,  who 
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would  both  instruct  and  delight,  must  compare  greats 
with  their  consequences,  and  endeavour  to  combine 
effects  with  their  causes.    But  cause  and  effect  follow 
in  the  succession  of  time,  and  therefore  if  we  arrange 
a  set  of  facts  in  a  contrary  order,  the  relation  between 
cause  and  effect  will  not  be  preserved*  but  destroyed; 
It  will  be  objected  perhaps,  that  an>  effect  may*  taktf 
place  long  after  its  cause,  that  in  the  mean  time  many 
other  events,  which  it  is  necessary  to  record,  may  haw 
happened,  and  therefore,  unless  the  account  of  these 
intermediate  events  be  postponed,  the  cause  and  the 
effect  in  question  will  be  so  far  separated  from  each 
other,  that  the  reader  will  not  perceive  the  connexion* 
But  tf  a  cause  produces  an  effect  at  a  distant  period,1 
that  cause  may  in  the  mean  time  continue  to  operate; 
and  of  course  the  events,  which  take  place  id  the  series; 
between  the  first  cause  and  the  last  effect  may  in  some 
measure  be  influenced  by  the  one,  and  have  influence* 
on  the  other.    Thus,  if  Julius  Caesar  had  not  crossed 
the  Rubicon  with  bis  army,  it  is  probable  that  be 
would  not  have  been  assassinated  in  the  capital  i  and 
therefore  the  former  event  may  be  considered  as  the 
original  cause  of  the  latter.    Yet  no  good  historian- 
would  relate  the  conspiracy  of  Brutus  and  Cassius  im- 
mediately after  Cesar's  passage  over  the  Rubicon,  and 
then  proceed  to  relate  what  happened-  in  Macedonia 
and  Egypt :  for  all  these  intermediate  events  were  like- 
wise effects  of  that  cause,  and  were  likewise  causes* 
which  produced  each  its  subsequent  effect  in  one  con-' 
tinned  series,  till  the  grand  final  effect,  the  conspiracy 
of  Brutus  and  Cassius,  was  produced*    Though  we- 
admit  therefore  the  propriety  of  joining  effects  with7 
their  causes,  yet  this  must  be  understood  only  of  im** 
mediate  effects,  since  a  mediate  effect  must  be  separated 
from  the  cause  by  the  interposition  of  all  those  inter-' 
mediate  events,  which  as  well  as  the  first  cause  operated' 
m  its  production.     But  a  series  of  facts  so  disposed^ ' 
that  each  cause  shall  be  followed  by  its  immediate 
consequence^  will  hardly  admit  of  any  other*  arrange-7 
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ment,  than  the  order  of  time.  On  the  other  hand,  if 
a  cause,  which  produces  an  effect  at  a  distant  period, 
be  supposed  to  have  lain  in  the  mean  time  totally  dor- 
mant, and  to  have  produced  no  effect  whatsoever,  till 
the  effect  in  question  was  produced,  still  it  would  be 
inconsistent  with  the  strict  rules  of  historical  composi- 
tion to  relate  that  effect  before  a  number  of  other 
events,  which  preceded  it.  For  in  every  history  the 
arrangement  of  the  facts  in  the  narrative  .itself  is.  the 
criterion,  by  which  the  reader  judges  of  their  real  suc- 
cession, and  therefore  whenever  the  order,  of  time  is 
neglected,  he  will  be  exposed  to  the  danger  of  deducing 
a  false  inference.  It  is  true  that  the  danger,  to  which 
the  reader  is  exposed  will  be  obviated,  if  the  historian, 
whenever  he  departs  from  the  order  of  time,  has  the 
precaution  to  note  the  dates  of  the  events :  but  then  if 
the  reader  knows,  that  the  events  did  not  happen  in  the 
order, .  in  which  he  reads  them,  be  is  reduced  to  the  , 
necessity  of  going  backwards  and  forward^  in ;his  own « 
AMnd,  ftnd  is  deprived  of  the.  pleasure,  which  results 
froga  the  contemplation  of  a  regular  succession.  The- 
entertainment  of  the  reader  therefore  as  well  as  the  per- 
spicuity of  the  narrative,  .will  be  promoted  by  an  ar- 
rangement of  the  facts  according  to  the  order,  in,  which 
they  happened. 

Lastly,  our  author  observes,  that  it  is  nbt  unusual, 
especially  in  biography,  to  disregard  the  order  of  f  ifoe, 
and  Dr.  Priestley,  in  his  Observations  on  the  Harmdny 
of  the  Evangelists,  sect,  xu  p.,  71.  says  the  same. 
Now,  if  a  person,  whose  life  a  biographer  has  to  record, 
was  distinguished  in  various  ways ;  it,  for  instance,  he 
was  a  great  statesman,  and  at  the  same  time  an  eminent 
scholar,  it .  would  be  allowable  to  separate  his  literary 
from  bis  political  career,  though  the  one  was  interwoven 
with  the  other,  and  to  divide  his  history  into  two  classes 
qr  sections,  that  the  reader's  attention  might  be  wholly 
confined  in  the  one  to  state  affairs,  in  the  other  to 
subjects  of  literature.  So  far  then  the  order  .of  time 
would  be  violated,  as  the  events  related  at  the  beginning 
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of  the  second  division  are  antecedent  to  the  events, 
which  are  related  at  the  end  of  the  first  division.     Bat 
on  the  other  band,  not  to  mention  that  the  reader  sus- 
tains no  inconvenience  in  this  case,  because  he  knows 
that  the  second  division '  is  not  a  continuation  of  the 
first,  a  biography  formed  on  this  plan  contains  two 
distinct  histories!  in  which  the  order  of  time  is '  not 
observed  throughout  for  that  very  reason  that  tbey  are 
distinct    The  reader  knows  it,  and  readily  gives  up  the 
advantage  of  having  the  whole  according  to  the  order  of 
time,  because  he' is  recompensed  by  the  advantage  of  . 
having  the  political  and  literary  facts  in  their  respective 
classes,  by  which  means  tbe  relation  between  cause  and 
effect  may  be  often,  though  not  always,  more  distinctly 
observed,  than  if  every  sihgie  fact,  both  literary  and 
political,  Were  arranged  throughout  in  the  order  in  ' 
which  it  happened.     Other  examples  might  likewise 
be  given,  in  which  a  separation  of  different  kinds  of  ' 
facts  into  classes  or  chapters  would  be  perfectly  allow* 
able.     But  shall  we  conclude  therefore  that  the  cracker 
of  time  may  be  neglected  in  tbe  respective  classes? 
Certainly  not.     For  the  very  same  motive,  namely  tbe 
principle  of  cause  and  effect,  which  makes  it  allowable  ' 
to  separate  facts  of  different  kinds,  and  therefore  to 
violate  the  order  of  time  upon  tbe.  whole,  readers  it 
absolutely  necessary  to  follow  the  order  of  time  10  the 
.respective  pfcrts*  \  And  even  if  caAse  and  effect  be  set 
aside,  no  good  historian,  for  tbe  reason  already  assigned, 
will  designedly  arrange  a  single  series  of  facts  in  an. 
order  different  from  that,  in  which  they  succeeded  each 
other.     With  respect  to  what  bur  author  calls  Singu- 
kuria,  it  may  be  granted,  if  a  writer  has  no  other,  object 
in  view,  than  to  present  the.  world  with  a  collection  of 
unconnected  anecdotes  (such  as  that  which  has  been 
published  in  several  volumes  of  Frederic  II.  king  of 
Prussia)  that  he  is  at  liberty  to  arrange  them  without 
any  regard  to  the  time,  in  which  they  happened.     But 
an  author,  or  rather  a  publisher  of  this  ^ind,  can  lay 
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no^latm  to  the  character  of  an  historian ;  the  devetope- 
nent  of  causes  and  effects  makes  do  part  of  his  plan, 
which  is  merely  to  give  the  reader  a  momentary  plea- 
tore  by  the  perusal  of  each  separate  article.  The 
reader  expects  no  order,  and  therefore  cannot  be  led 
into  error,  it  being  a  matter  of  indifference  whether 
b*  begins  with  the  first  or  with  the  last  volatile.  But 
whoever  asiumes  the  character  of  a  biographer,  and 
undertakes  to  give  a  connected  detail  of  transactions,  is 
bettnd  to  follow  his  hero  regularly  in  his  progress 
through  life :  and  if  he  divides  the  several  kinds  of 
facts,  which  he  has  to  record,  kilo  separate  classes,  it 
ia  bis  duty  in  each  class  to  have  regard  to  chronological 
order. 

To  apply  the  preceding  observations  to  the  Gospels 
of  tit.  Matthew,  St  Mark,  and  St  Luke.  If  we 
compare  these  three  Gospels  #9  we  shall  find  that  the 
matter,  which  is  common  to  all  three,  contains  a  series 
of  events,  which  begins  with  the  baptism  of  Christ  and 
eads  with  his  death  and  reiurtection  t-  This  series  of 
evee&s  relates  to  one  and  the  same  person :  it  b  also  a 
single  series,  that  is,  the  history  is  not  divided  as  a 
biographer  might  divide  the  literary  and  political  life 
of  a  statesman,  and  commence  the  one  after  be  had 
finished  the  other:  for  all  die  events  from  the  baptism 
to  the  death  of  Christ  are  delivered  by  St  Matthew, 
fit  Mark  and  St  Luke  in  one  continued  narrative  $. 


.  •  The  Gospel  of  8t»  Jolm  is  out  *f  the  Question,  because  it  bv 
so  little  matter  in  common  with  the  other  three. 

\  Hub  series  of  events  will  be  represented  hereafter. 

%  Some  cotnftigfltators,  in  order  to  reconcile  St.  Luke's  srfaage- 
hMatrwflhthat^f  St  Matthew,  divide  Si.  Xjuke*s  Gospel  info  af- 
ferent, chases^  orataiaing,  1st  the  history  of  Chart  birth,  £dry 
the  history  of  bis  youth,  Sdly  the  account  of  his  baptism,  4thly 
of  his  actions,  in  Galilee, .  and  5thly  of  his  last  journey  to  Jerusalem. 
But  these  Ctosei  follow  each  other  in  chronological  order;  they 
are  nothing  more  4han  partitions  of  one  tihiftrm  nfcrrstnfe,  ssjdb  ss 
mkf  be.made  in  every  hfetcry :  and  axe  totally  different  ftam  the 
chases,  into  which  abioarapby,  formed  upon  thsflaa  abovo  de- 
scribed, might  be  difidei 
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Further,  dates  a*e  rarely  annexed  to  the  events  between 
the  baptism  and  the  death  of  Christ,  and  therefore  if 
we  read  any  one  Gospel  by  itself,  the  arrangement  of 
the  events  Sn  that  Gospel  is  alrirtfcT the  only  criterion, 
by  which  we  can  judge  of  the  succession,  in  which  the 
events  really  happened.  Hence  it  has  been  commonly 
supposed  that  every  thing  which  St  Luke .  has  related 
after  ch.  xi.  51.  happened  alter  Christ's  last  departure 
from  Galilee;  but  that  several  things,  which  St.  Luke 
baa  recorded  after  ch.  xi.  51.  took  place  Jong  before 
Christ's  last  departure  from  Galilee,  is  evident  from 
SL  Matthew's  Gospel,  as  will  be  shewn  hereafter.  If 
therefore  we  were  to  estimate  our  Evangelists  as  human 
historians*  and  measure  their  Gospels  by  the  rales  of 
historical  composition,  might  we  not  affirm,  that  their 
Gospels  would  have  attained  a  still  greater  excellence, 
if  the  facts  had  been  arranged  in  chronological  order  ? 
There  can  be  no  more  reason  for  denying  that  the^ 
would,  merely  because  chronological  order  has  not  teen 
observed  by  all  the  Evangelists,  than  there  is  for  denying 
what  was  likewise  very  strenuously'asserted  in  the  former 
part  of  this  century,  that  the  Evangelists  wrote  as  pure 
and  classic  Greek,  as  Xenophon  or  Plato.  Besides*  if 
chronological  order  does  not  contribute  to  the  perspi* 
cmty  of  an  history,  what  is  the  reason  that  so  many 
harmonists  have  taken  such  immense  pains  to  restore  h, 
by  transposing  and  rearranging  the  several  parts  of  the 
Gospels  ?  lastly,  the  advantages  to  be  derived  from 
a  defence  of  unchronological  order  are  not  so  great,  as 
our  author  expects :  for,  when  the  question  relates  to 
(he  arrangement  of  the  same  set  of  facts,  there  can  be 
poly  one  order,  whatever  that  order  may  be,  whether 
chronological  or  unchronological,  which  can  be  the 
best:  and  therefore,  when  two  or  more  writers  have 
differently  arranged  the  same  set  of  facts,  the  imagined 
excellence  cannot  have  been  attained  by  all  Conse- 
quently, since  the  same  set  of  facts  are  arranged  by 
St*  Mark  and  St  Luke  in  one  order,  but  by  St.  Mat* 
thew  in  another,  an  apology  for  their  arrangement,  on 
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the  principle  that  a  beftter  order  may  be  devised,  than  * 
that  of  time,  would  not  answer  oilr  purpose/  even  if  the  * 
'principle  itself  were  true. 

.  Instead  therefore  of  supposiog  that  our  Evangelists 
designedly  violated  the  order  of  time,  and  that  with  a 
knowledge  of  the  real  succession  of  their  facts  they  pur-  • 
posely  inverted  than  in  their  narrative,  a  supposition, 
which  is  surely  aft  affront  to  their  judgement  and  good 
sense,  may  we  not  rather  suppose,  since  inspiration  does 
not  produce  omniscience,  that,  when  the  same  facts  are 
referred  by  one  Evangelist  to  one  period,  by  another 
Evangelist  to  another  period  of  Christ  ^  life,  they  had 
a  knowledge  indeed  of  the  facts  themselves,  but  that 
not  both  of  them  had  a  knowledge  of  the  particular 
period  in  which  they  happened  ?  St  Mark  and  St* 
Luke  were  not  eye- witnesses  to  tiie  transactions,  which  - 
they  .have  recorded,  •  and  St.  Luke  himself  acknow- 
ledges hr  hisi  preface,  that  he  had  obtained  his  infor- 
mation by  diligent  inquiry.  It  is  therefore  highly  ' 
prtbable,  that  the  real  succession  of  the  events,*  which 
they  have  related,  ifras  not  always  known  to  th'etfi. 
St.  Matthew  on  the '  contrary,  who  was  one4  of  the 
twelve  Apostles,  must,  in  general  have  known  the  real 
succession  of  the  facts,  which  he  has  delivered:  and  as 
he  must  likewise  have  known, '  that  in  a  tifcrrative  •  wjtiw 
out  dates  the  arrangement  of  the  facts  was*  the  ottly 
criterion, '  by  which  his  reader  could  judge  of'  their 
succession,  we  must  conclude  that  St.  Matthew's  order 
is  in  general,  1  will  not  say  without  exception,  chrono- 
logical. According  to  this  representation,  ite  may 
satisfactorily  explain  all  the  differences  in  point  of  time; 
which  are  observable  in  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew, 
St1  Mark,  and  St.  Luke :  the  explanation  neither  offers 
an  affront  to  the  judgement  of  the  Evangelists,  nor  does 
injury  to  the- Christian  religion :  and  it  even  anticipates 
every  objection  on  the  score  of  contradictions  in  time, 
because,  when  only  one  among  three  writers,  who  have 
recorded  the  same  facts,  is  supposed  to  lay  clainJ  to  a 
precise  knowledge  of  the  times*  iit  which  tile  facts  hap^  * 
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ported,  the  assertion,  that  he  can  be  contradicted  in* 
point  of  time  by  the  other  two,  becomes  itself  a  con- 
tradiction.       

3.  The  meaning  of  jcafe&K,  Lake  i.  3.  will  be  ex- 
plained in  the  Dissertation  on  the  Origin  of  our  three 
lirst  Gospels. 

4.  But  sorely  not  at  a  venture,  or  without  some  mo- 
tive for  arranging  his  facts  in  the  order,  which  he  has 
chosen. 

5.  The  meaning  of  avara^aadai  Snryr;<m/  will  be  con* 
sidered  hereafter  in  the  Dissertation  just  mentioned. 
All  that  can  be  observed  at  present  is,  that  St.  Luke  is 
so  far  from  applying  the  expression  avaraZaaSat  fknytiat* 
to  himself,  that  he  opposes  it  to  «ca0i|£i?c  ypa\pai,  by 
which  he  denotes  the  plan,  on  which  he  himself  pro- 
ceeded. Whatever  therefore  was  the  plan  adopted  by 
the  persons  of  whom  St  Luke  speaks  in  his  Preface/ 
we  cannot  argue,  from  their  plan  to  that  of  St.  Luke, 
but  must  rather  deduce  a  contrary  inference. 

*  *  »  *  *  * 

PAGE  12. 

6.  In  Luke  m  14.  as  also  in  Matth.  iv.  12.  and  Mark 

L  14.  is  described  in  general  terms  Christ's  arrival  in 

Galilee  after  his  baptism  by  John.     In  ch.  iv.  15.  St 

Luke  says  that  '  he  taught  in  their  synagogues  being 

glorified  of  all/  without  mentioning  the  name  of  any 

city  in  particular.     In  ver.  16 — 30.  (a  portion  peculiar 

to  St.  Luke),  is  described  Christ's  arrival  at  Nazareth, 

his  transactions  there,  and  his  departure.     In  ver.  31. 

b  described  Christ's  arrival  at  Capernaum,  arid  in  the 

following  part  of  ch.  iv.  (not  in  ch.  v,  as  our  author 

says)  are  related  certain  miracles,  which  Christ  per* 

formed  at  Capernaum.      St  Matthew,    after  having 

related  in  ch.  iv.  12.  Christ's  return  to  Galilee,  describes 

nettber  what  was  done  by  Christ  before  he  came  to 

Nazareth,  nor  what  he  did  in  Nazareth,  but  says  in 

ver.  13.  that  he  left  Nazareth  to  go  to  Capernaum. 

St-  Alack  also  relates  in  ch.  i.  £  I.  Christ's  arrival  m 

Capernaum,  and  in  ver.  2S-*— 39.   he   describes  the 

vox.*  in.  part  II.  c 
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miracles;  which  St  Luke  has  described  in  ch.  iv.  3S— 
44.  and  some  of  these  miracles  are  described  by  St. 
Matthew,  in  eh.  viii.    Under  these  circumstances  we 
must  conclude  that  the  miracles,  to  which  Christ  alludes 
ip  the  synagogue  at  Nazareth   (Luke  iv.  23.)  were 
not  those  miracles,  which  St.  Luke  has  described  in  the 
latter  part  of  ch.  iv. :  for  not  only  St.  Luke,  but  like- 
wise  St.  Matthew  and  St  Mark  hare  assigned  to  them 
a  period,  which  must  be  subsequent  to  that  of  Christ's 
arrival  at  Nazareth,  mentioned  in  Lukeiv.  1 6.    Be- 
sides, n6  historian,  who  has  a  regard  to  consistency,  as 
St  Luke  certainly  had,  would  in  a  former  part  of  bis 
history,  introduce  an  allusion  to  a  fact  as  already  bap* 
pened,  and  yet  record  that  fact  in  a  later  part  of  bis 
history.    The  miracles  therefore  performed  at  Caper* 
naum,    to  which  allusion  is    made   in   Luke  iv.  23. 
must  have  been  performed  on  Christ's  journey  through 
Galilee  before  he  came  to  Nazareth.    That  St  Luke 
has  not  mentioned  Capernaum  by  name  in  ver.  14,  IS. 
is  true :  but  since  he  'has  given  in  that  passage  such  a 
general  description,  that  Capernaum  may  be  included 
in  it,  and  has  expressly  said  in  ver.  14,  15.  that  Christ 
bad  *  the  power  of  the  spirit/  and  that,  '  his  feme  went 
throughout  the  region  routid  about,9   be   cannot  be 
charged  with  inconsistency.   Of  allusions  in  speeches  to 
facts  not  recorded  in  the  narration  itself  examples  may 
be  produced  even  from  the  classic  authors.     Thus 
Livy  introduces  in  R  XXL  ch.  IB.  a  speech  as  deli* 
vered  to  the  Roman  ambassadors  in  the  Carthaginian 
senate,  in  which  the  orator  alludes  to  the  fact,  that 
the  treaty  made  by  Asdrubal  relative  to  the  city  of 
Saguntum  was  not  ratified  by  the  Carthaginian  govern- 
ment.    But  in  ch.  2.  where  Livy  gives  an  account  of 
the  treaty,  this  fact  is  left  wholly  unnoticed.     Tbe 
example  therefore,  which  our  author  ha*  selected,  as  an 
instance  of  St.  Li) lie's  inversion  of  chronological  order, 
is  not  happily  chosen  :  and  since  St  Luke's  account  of 
Christ's  arrival  at  Nazareth  in  ch*  iv.  16.  and  his  de- 
parture from  that  place  to  go.  to  Capernaum,  ver.  3Q» 
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3 1,  tatifctty  accords  with  St*  Matthew  V  account  in 
tib.  iv.  1 3.  we  must  conclude .  that  St  Luke  as  well 
as  St  Matthew,  has  here  abided  by  the!  order  of 
tube* 

7*  Not  all  the  harmonists  have  adopted  this  strange 
principle.  Archbishop  Newcbrtie,  for  instance,  in  his . 
Harmony  of  the  Gospels  (Dublin,  1778,  foL)  has  to- 
tally discarded  it 

.  8.  lb  his  Remarks  on  the  Harmony  of  the  Evange- 
lists, written  in  German,  and  published  at  Lemgo*  m 
1737,  4to, 

•  *  4  . 
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9.  Printed  at  Gottingen  in  1762. 

page  14. 

10.  The  case  in  question  is  simply  this.  In  Matth. 
viii.  19 — 22.  and  Luke  ix.  57— 60.  is  related  a  con* 
venation  of  Christ  with  two  persons,  who  wished  to 
become  his  disciples.  To  the  one  Christ  says,  *  Foxes 
have  holes,  and  the  birds  df  tbfe  air  have  nests,  but 
the  Son  of  man  bath  not  where  to  lay  his  head :'  to  the 
other,  who  requested  leave  to  bury  bis  father,  Christ 
answers,  •  Follow  me,  and  let  the  dead  bury  their  de*d/ 
Both  St:  Matthew  and  St  Luke  relate  the  second  an- 
swer as  given  immediately  after  the  first,  and  they  agree 
likewise  word  for  word  in  both  answers.  But  the  whole 
conversation,  according  to  its  position  in  St  Matthew's 
Gospel,  took  plate  near  the  lake  of  Gennesaret,  whereas 
according  to  its  position  in  St  Luke's  Gospel,  it  took 
place  on  Christ's  last  journey  from  Galilee  to  Jerusalem. 
Th^  obvious  conclusion  therefore  is,  that  St.  Matthew 
vtho  was  present  at  the  conversation,  has  assigned  to  it 
a  p|ace  in  his  Gospel,  to  which  it  properly  belongs, 
but  that  St  Luke,  who  was  not  an  Apostle,  did  not 
Jifa^r  the  fexact  time  when  it  was  held,  and  therefore 
assigned  to  it  fa.  place  in  his  Gospel,  to  which,  if  regard 
be  had  to  chftttiologicfct  otder,  it  did  not  belong;  T6 
stJpptase  that  thfc  fofrrWr  answer  was  delivered  on  ttfo 

c  2 
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different  occasions,  that  the  one  was  noted  by  St.  Mat- 
thew, the  other  by  St.  Luke,  arid  that  the  second 
answer  (which,  as  our  author  btimelf  acknowledges, 
was  delivered  only  on  one  occasion,  and  moreover,  io 
his  opinion,  on  an  occasion  different  from  either  of  the 
other  two)  was  annexed  in  each  place  by  the  Evange- 
lists themselves  to  the  former  answer,  is  surely  to  trans- 
gress the  bounds  of  probability.  Unle&s  the  two  an- 
swers had  been  delivered  at  the  same  time,  the  two 
Evangelists  Would  hardly  have  agreed  by  mere  accident 
in  placing  them  together :  and  if  the  latter  part  of  >  the 
conversation  took  place  only  once,  we  must  conclude 
the  same  of  the  former. ' 


SECTION  III. 


1  •  ■  • 

J.  Our  author  here  delivers  very  excellent  rules* 

though  he  himself  has  not  always  adhered  to  them  io 

the  examination  of  particular  cases. 


.» 
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2.  St.  Matthew  (ch.  xxi.  23),  and  St.  Mark 
(ch.  xi.  27.)  determine  the  place,  as  St.  Luke  has  also 
done :  but  neither  of  then)  has  even  an  allusion  to  the 
time. 

3.  In.  Matth.  xxi.  23—27.  Marie  xL  27—33. 
Luke  xx.  1—8.  the  same  thing  is  related  by  all  three 
Evangelists,  and  nearly  in  the  same  words.  There 
is  therefore  no .  room  for  contradiction.  Perhaps,  our 
author  means  Matth.  xxi.  33.  compared  with  Mart 

X1L  J. 
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'.  4.  Lightfoot,  Whiston,  Whitby/  and  Macknigbt, 
$rgue  in  favour  pf  two  different  unctiops ;  but  arch- 
fybhop  Newcome,  who  takes  the  same  side  of  the.  ques- 
tion with  pur  author,  has  very  well  answered  their  ar- 
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gnitoentf  in  his  Notes  on  the  Harmony  of  the  Gospels; 

^.39,  40.-  . 

•  •  • 

PACK  22. 

5«  The  present  question  lies  in  a  very  short  compass* 
Both  St.  Matthew  in  ch.  xxvK  2.  and  St.  Mark  in 
ch.  xiv.  1.  have  brought  their  narrative  as  far  as  the 
third  day  before  the  passover :  for  the  latter  says,  *  After 
two  days  was  the  feast  of  the  passover,  and  of  unlea- 
vened bread,  and  the  chief  priests  and  the  scribes 
sought  how  they  might  take  him  by  craft,  and  put  bint 
to  death :'  according  to,  the  former  Christ  says,  '  Ye 
know  that  after  two  days  is  the  feast  of  the  passover, 
and  the  Son  of.  man  is  betrayed  to  be  crucified ;'  on 
which  St  Matthew  adds,  ver.  3—  5.  *  then  assembled 
together  the  chief  priests,  &c/  Both  St.  Matthew  and 
St.  Mark  therefore  agree  (a  oircu  instance  not  noted  by 
our  author)  hi  determining  as  precisely  as  possible,  that 
the  assembly  of  the  chief  priests  and  elders  was  held  on 
the  third  day  before  the  passover.  .  St  Matthew  then 
proceeds  immediately  in  ver.  6 — 13.  and  St.  Mark  in 
ver.  3-r£h  to  relate  the  unction  of  Christ  at  Bethany, 
a  village  near  Jerusalem :  on  tfhich  St  Matthew  adds* 
ver.  14,  15.  *  then,  one  of  the  twelve,  called  Judas 
Iscariot,  went  unto  the  chief  priests,  and  .said,  '.What 
will  ye  give  me,  and  I  will  deliver  him  unto  you  ?'  and 
St  Mark  adds,  ver.  10.  <and  Judas  Iscariot  one  of 
the.  twelve,  went,  unto  the  chief  priests,  to  betray  him 
unto  them  J  .  It  is  evident  therefore  that  Judas  Iscariot 
went  from  Bethany  into  Jerusalem,  not  only  on  the 
very  day,  that  the  assembly  of  the  chief  priests  and 
elders  was  held  at  the  house  of  Caiaphas  (Matt,  xxvu* 
3*)  but  while  they  were  still  sitting ;  for  they  covenanted 
together, .  and  agreed  to  give  thirty  pieces  of  silver,  aa 
the  price  of  the  treachery*  Consequently,  the  unction 
At  Bethany  from  which  Judas  was  just  come,:  must* 
according  to?  the  representation  both  of  St.  Matthew 
«od  of  St  Mark,  have  taken  place  likewise  on  the  third 
<day  before  the  passover.    Further,  not  only  on  the  third 


• 
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day  before  the  passover.  is  determined  by  St  Matthew 
in  ch.  xxvi.  2.  and  by  St  Mark  in  ch.  xiv.  K  but 
likewise  '  the  first  day  of  unleavened  bread9  is  after- 
wards determined  by  St.  Matthew  in  ver.  17.  and  by 
St  Mark  in  ver.  12.  Here  then  we  have  two  precise 
points  of  time  fixed  by  both  Evangelists.  To  suppose 
therefore  that  they  could  agree  in  fixing  these  two  pre* 
oise  points  of  time,  and  yet  place  in  the  short  interval 
between  these  two  poipts  of  time  a  transaction,  which 
they  knew,  belonged  to  $  different  period,  is  to  suppose, 
that  they  acted  on  principles,  which  the  very  worst 
historian  would  not  adopt  Archbishop  Newcome  in 
|u»  Notes  to  bis  Harmony,  p.  40.  says,  '  It  is  natural 
te  conclude  from  the  accounts  of  St  Matthew  and 
St  Mark  that  it  happened  two  days  before  the  passover.' 
Accordingly  be  refers  in  his  Harmony,  p.  214.  (as 
Jebb  likewise  and  some  other  harmonists  have  done) 
Christ's  unction  at  Bethany  to  Wednesday  in  Passion* 
week :  and  he  endeavours  to  reconcile  the  Evangelists 
by  making  in  St  John's  text  a  transposition  similar  to 
that,  which  our  author  proposes  in  respect  to  St 
$latthew's«.  Namely  he  separates  John  xiL  1.  where 
$e  expression  *fo  eg  ipupw  occurs,  from  ver.  2 — ft.  in 
which  the  unction  at  Bethany  is  related:  ha  joins 
ver-P.  tq  ver.  1.  and  places  them,  p.  184.  as  belong- 
ing to  thin  Saturday  before  the  passover,  and  transfers 
lbs  intermediate  verses  2—8.  to  p.  214.  as  belonging 
to  the  Wednesday  before  the  passover.  But  if  we  read 
in  connexion  John  xiL  1,  2.    O  *»  I*n»t  *po  t£  *$**?*>*> 

Vk  tQtf%*  <A6w  ttf  BqOovtov,  ovb  ip>  Aofrpoc  e  rtfoatfeue*  ** 
ttyiipcti lie  wff ptev.  Eiroiifowv  a? avripSumtov  acts,  jcat.if  M^fAft 

Swroxn,  *.  r, 1.  we  must  perceive  that  it  was  St  Jobofe 
intention  to  signify,,  that  the  sapper  at  Bethany ,  of 
whiph  he  speaks  in  ver.  2.  wi$  given  on  thMvety  wU 
at  Bethany,  of  whifh  he  speaks  in  ver,  U  and  not  «* 
mother  visit  four  days  afterwards.  The  mode  of  -re- 
conciliation therefore  adopted  by  those  who  refer  the; 
unction  to  Wednesday  is  not  more  satisfactory,  than  that 
which  is  given  by.  our  author,  .who  r$fefig  it  to  tj» 
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^^tdjng  Saturday,  as  Augustine  has  done  in  his  trea- 
tise De  Consensu  Evangelistarum,  Lib.  II.  cap.  lxxviiK 
Tom.  III.  P.  ii.  p*  55.  ed.  Benedict  Antwerp*  What 
the  true  solution  of  this  difficulty  is,  I  am  unable  to 
determine :  but  for  want  of  a  better  the  following  may 
at  least  be  proposed.  It  is  probable,  if  we  may  judge 
from  some  of  the  oldest  Greek  manuscripts,  that  St 
John  expressed  the  number  (whether  eg,  or  any 
other)  not  by  a  word,  but  by  a  Greek  numeral  letter. 
Suppose  then  St  John  wrote  nPO  r  HMEPQN,  that 
is,  *po  rp«i> v  u/fcupw,  bis  date  will  agree  with  that  of 
St  Matthew  and  St.  Mark,  who  say  that  the  passover 
was  '  after  two  days ;'  for  if  we  say  that  an  event  will 
happen  after  two  days,  the  day,  on  which  we  use  the 
expression,  is  the  third  day  before  that  event  But  if 
St  John  used  the  Greek  numeral  r,  a  transcriber  might 
easily  mistake  this  figure,  especially  if  the  cross-stroke 
at  the  bottom  was  longer  than  usual,  for  the  figure  E, 
which  in  the  old  Greek  manuscripts  denotes  «£,  being 
nothing  more  than  an  upright  and  inverted  r  placed 
together  *,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  Romans  formed 
their  X  from  an  upright  and  an  inverted  V.  That 
the  two  figures  r  and  £  may  be  easily  confounded  we 
know  from  the  example  of  Wetstein,  who  has  quoted  ■ 
r  from  the  Codex  fiecae  in  Mark  xv.  S3,  though  the 
manuscript  itself  has  very  legibly,  and  moreover  a 
prima  menu,  as  I  can  testify  from  actual  examination, 
the  figure  E,  and  in  the  Latin  translation  on  the  eppor 
site  page,  sexta  is  written  at  full  length.  Now  if  in 
one  of  the  earliest  transcripts  of  St  John's  Gospel  E  . 
was  falsely  written  for  r,  this  mistake  might  have  been 
propagated  so  widely,  as  to  prevent  any  manuscript 
now  extant  from  having  the  original  reading.  I  am 
aware  however- that  even  this  solution  is  not  free  from 
objections :  for  St  John  describes  in  eh.  xii.  18 — \9. 


•  This  is  the  origin  (which  the  native  Grade  grammarians  did 
«H»t  knqw)  pC  the  figure  v  which  ^  afthiiy  nx>r*  tiuja  E,  with  a 
gtfea  to  the lower  stroke. 

t 


$4  .NOTjgS   TO  CPAP*  Jf.SJECT.  tlft 

Christ's  triumphal  entry  into  Jerusalem  as  taking  place 
(he  day .  after  the  unction  of  Bethany, . 

6.  Neither  is  the  division. of  St  Matthew's  text  into 
the  modern  chapters  the  reason  why  we  believe  that  St 
Matthew  has  determined  the  time  of  Christ  s  unction 
at  Bethany,  nor  wilt  any  new  division,  however  artificial* 
prevent  that  belief, 

,      .       ,  .  *  •         •       • 

PAOE23. 
7*  The  expression  '  order  of  things'  is  not  peculiar 
to  pur  author,  for  Chemnitz  in  the  Prolegomena  to 
bis  Harmony,  p.  4.  (ed  FrancOfurti,  1 640,  4to.)  says 
of  St  Matthew,  '  Licet  in  pierisque  rerum  potissitnum 
rationem  babens,  bistoriam  CQiUexerit,  &c.'  and  Gro- 
tius  in  bis  Note  to  Luke  i v.  21.  says, '  Lucam  ad  rerum 
magis,  quam  ad  temporum  ordinem  attendere :'  and 
other  commentators  use  the  same  expression,  though 
they  are  not  agreed  in  which  of  the  Gospels  this  sup-* 
posed  order  is  observed.  Now  when  we  speak  of  the 
order  of  time,  every  one  knows  exactly  what  is  meant: 
but  the  term  •  order  of  things'  is  so  vague,  that  it  is 
difficult,  to  assign  to  it  any  determinate  notion*  We 
may  have  a  good  order  of  thjngs,  or  we  may  have  a 
bad  order  of  tilings :  but  the  best  order  of  things  is  in 
general,  I  will  not  say  without  exception,  that,  which 
agrees  with  the  order  of  time. 

8.  See  what  was  said  on  this  subject  in  Note  £  to  the 
preceding  section, 

»  . 

PACE  34. 

9.  That  the  rebuke,  which  Judas  Iscariot  received 
from  Christ  at  the  unction  in  Bethany  determined  htm 
jin  hjs  resolution  to  betray  bis  master,  that  Christ's!  re- 
jboke -therefore  and  Judas's  revenge  were  cause  and 
.effect,  and.  that  the  account  of  the  ope  i§  very  properly 
joined  by  St.  Matthew  (and  also  by  St.  Mark)  to  the 
account  of  the  other,  I  readily  admit  with  our  author, 
-in  opposition  to  Dn  Priestley,  who  says,  in  his  Obsef- 
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nations  on  the  Harmony  of  the!  Evangelists,  p  100. 
that  tjie  verses  Matth.  xxvi.  6 — 13.  vvhich  contain  the 
account  of  the  unction,  *  stand  very  awkwardly  in  their 
present  situation.'  But  I  cannot  agree  with  our  author 
in  the  opinion,  that  several  days  $h*psed  between  the 
unction,  at  Bethany  and  Judas's  going  to  the  assembly 
of  the  chief  Priests  with  an  offer  to  betray  Christ,  and 
consequently  that  the  account  of  the  unction  at  Bethany 
belongs  to  the  begiuning  of  Matth.  xxi.  according  to* 
the  order  of  time.  For,  whoever  reads  in  connection 
Matth.  xxvi.  1 — 1].  must  perceive  that  these  three 
focts,  1st,  the  assembling  the  chief  priests  and  elders 
jit  the  bouse  of  Caiaphas,  Sdly,  the  unction  of  Christ 
£t  Bethany,  andSdly,  Judas's  departure  from  Bethauy 
io  go  to  the  assembly  of  the  chief  priests,  are  repre* 
eented  by  both  Evangelists  as  facts  immediately  con? 
netted  with  each  other,  and  not  as  facts  which  were  se- 
-parated  froai  each  other  by  the  intervention  of  all  those 
-traOsactions,  which  had  been  recorded  in  several  precede 
ing.  chapters,  St.  Matthew  having  mentioned  in  ver.  2, 
Jhat  after  \V0  days  was  the  Passover,  immediately  adds 
jn  ver.  3.  TOTE  cwyf^aav  oc  ap^icpe^,  k.  r,  X.  and  St* 

.Mark  £&ys,  .  ver.  1.  Hv  Sc  ro    vaaya  kcu  ta  alvfjia  pera 
$vq  itftepac,  km  efatw  Oc  0p\t£p€ect .  *•  *■•  A.    Both  St  Mat? 

thew  and  St.  Mark  therefore  represent  the  asembly  of 
the  chief  priests  as  held  on  the  third  day  before  the 
jwssQver;  and  though  our  author  will  not  allow  any 
determinate  meaning  to  rorc  in  St.  Matthew  s  account, 
we  cannot  explain  away  what  is  said  by  St,  Mark, 
:&t»  Matthew  then  proceeds  in  vej\  6.  Ta  &  Ivors  ysvofuv* 
**  Bv&wtf  «v  ring  lUftoovoQ  X8  Asj-ps,  k.  r.  A.  and  St  Mark, 

ver.  3.   Kcu  ovroc  ovrscv  BifOavioi  ev  ou?tf  Stywvoc  rs  A«rp«, 

jr.  r-  X*  They-  then  relate  the  unction,  with  Christ's 
'conversation  on  it:  which. being  ended,  St  Matthew 
continues  in  ver,  14.    TOTE  ropivOu?  «c  twv  £<*>&**,  o 

Acye/ftcoc  h&K  latfaptwrifc  tfpoc  ts$  ap^iepiic,  wrs,  *c.  r.  A. 
And  St.  Mark  in  ver..  10.  Kcu  o  hBag  o  Icrcapuiff-iic;,  ac 
m*v  &w$*K<Lavii\OE  vpoc  t«c  ap^*cp«c>  *•  t.  X.    Here  agpjn 

4t  is,  evident  that  both  St  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  re- 
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present  Judas  as  going  immediately  from  the  unction 
at  Bethany  (a  village  not  more  than  two  miles  from 
Jerusalem)  to  the  assembly  of  the  chief  priests  and 
elders*  which  was  held  during  the  time  of  the  unction, 
and  which  did  not  break  up  before  the  arrival  of 
J[udas. 

10.  This  instance  is  Matth.  xxvii.  59,  60.  compared 
with  John  xix.  41,  42.  St  Matthew  describing  the 
burial  of  the  body  of  Jesus  by  Joseph  of  Arimatbea 

Bays  cOirics*  «vro  t*  rtf  tcauMp  ctvra  pvif/ticcy  o  ikaropiftnv  cv  tq 

ircrpf :  but  St.  John,  though  he  agrees  with  St.  Mat- 
thew in  saying  that  the  tomb  was  a  new  one,  does  not 
mention  either  that  it  belonged  to  Joseph,  or  that  k 
bad  been  made  by  his  order,  nor  does  either  St.  Mark 
or  St.  Luke  mention  these  two  circumstances.     Fur- 
ther our  author  observes  in  the  place,  to  which  he 
aHudes,  that  as  Joseph  (in  his  opinion)  lived  at  Ari- 
matbea, it  is  not  probable,  that  a  tomb  had  been  made 
for  him  at  Jerusalem,  because  it  was  the  practice  of  the 
Jews  to  bury  the  dead  as  soon  as  possible,  and  not  to 
transport  them  from  one  town  to  another.    He  con- 
cludes therefore,  that  our  present  Greek  text  in  Matth. 
xxvii,  60..  is  faulty,  and  appeals  to  the  Codex  Win- 
chelseanus  (to  which  may  be  added  the  MS.  which 
Matthai  denotes  by  it,  and  also  the  Armenian  version) 
which  omits  avn  before  pitytcty,  and  to  the  old  Syriac 
and  P&loxenian  versions,  which,  instead  of  e  cXoropipmt 
express  nv  XcXarofinpcvov,  the  former  in  the  text  itself,  the 
latter  in  the  margin.  But  these  few  authorities  will  hardly 
outweigh  the  united  evidence  of  all  other  authorities ; 
ahd  as  no1  manuscript  has  both  alterations,  it  is  pro* 
bable,  unless  the  omission  of  avrs  is  to  be  abseribed  to 
an  oversight,  that  each  of  them  was  made  in  order  to 
remove  a  seeming  difficulty.    Nor  is  there  any  neoeesity 
for  appealing  to  them ;  for  when  two  historians  agree 
in  the  main  feet,  it  cannot  be  said  that  they  contradict 
each  other,  merely  because  the  one  omits  a  circum- 
stance, which  the  other  has  related,  and  we  might  as 
well  contend,  that  St  John  has1  contradicted  Sfe  Mat* 
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tbew  in  relating  ver.  39*  that  Nicodemus,  of  whom 
St  Matthew  says  not  a  word,  assisted  Joseph  in  the 
interment  As  to  the  objection  that  a  tomb  at  or 
near  Jerusalem  could  hardly  be  the  property  of  Joseph, 
it  is  of  no  weight  whatsoever.  For  though  we  may 
infer  from  the  expression  Iwcnif  o  <nro  AjxpaOatac,  that 
Joseph  was  either  born  at  Arimathea,  or  that  he  spent 
the  former  part  of  his  life  there,  we  are  not  warranted 
to  conclude  that  Arimathea  was  the  place  of  his  resi- 
dence, when  Christ  was  crucified,  and  that  he  was 
come  to  Jerusalem  at  that  time  merely  on  account  of 
the  Passover.  On  the  contrary  we  may  infer  from 
Luke  xxiii.  50,  51.  that  he  was  become  a  member  of 
the  Jewish  Sanhedrim;  for  St.  Luke  after  having  gi yen 

him  the  title  finXtvrw,  adds  sroc  «*c  ijv  <nr/KarartOtifitvoq  r  j 
fisXy  teat  rp  irpa£u  avrwv.  Now  St  Luke  would  have 
hardly  thought  it  necessary  to  observe,  that  Joseph  did 
not  assist  at  that  meeting  of  the  Sanhedrim,  which  was 
held  in  order  to  concert  measures  against  Christ,  unless 
Joseph  bad  been  a  member  of  the  Sanhedrim  :  for  when 
it  is  known,  that  a  man  has  no  right  to  be  present  at 
a  meeting,  it  is  both  useless  and  absurd  to  observe  that 
he  did  not  attend  it  Further,  St  Luke  assigns  the 
reason  why  Joseph  did  not  attend  that  meeting  :  for  he 
adds  iTjxxif&xfro  rip?  jSacnXccav  rs  068.  We  must  con- 
clude therefore  that  St.  Luke  has  here  used  j3«X«rrnc 
to  denote  '  a  person  who  bad  a  seat  and  voice  in  the 
Sanhedrim,'  (not  a  magistrate  of  Arimathea,  as  our 
author  in  the  place  to  which  he  refers,  has  conjectured), 
that  after  be  had  applied  this  title-  to  Joseph,  he  was 
aware,  bis  readers  might  suspect,  that  Joseph  had 
assisted  at  the  deliberation  (<rvymrare0€cpevoc  ry  j3sAp} 
against  Christ ;  that  he  therefore  thought  it  necessary  to 
assure  them  of  the  contrary,  and  to  assign  as  a  reason, 
why  Joseph  absented  himself,  that  he  believed,  that 
Jesus 'was  the  Messiah.  Lastly,  this  explanation  accords 
perfectly  well  with  the  account  given  by  St  Matthew 
and  St  John,  that  the  tomb  was  a  new  one,  and  with 
that  of  8t  Luke,  that  no  en*'  had  been  buried  in  fo 


«8 
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«For  if  the  family  of  Joseph  lived  originally  at:Arim*t 
•tbea,  and  lie  himself  was  the  first,,  who  settled  in  Jen* 
«*l$in,  we  may  suppose  that  in  the  vault,  which  he> 
ps  a  man  of  rank,  and.  a  man  of  considerable  property 
( ir Apcrtoc,  .  Matth.  xxvii.  57*)  would  take  care  to  have 
fiiade  at  his  new  .place  of  residence,  no  one  of  Joseph's 
family  had  been. buried  at  the  time,  when  Christ  was 
qruciried. 


•  i 


i  * 


SECTION  IV. 


PAGE  25.  . 

1.  What  our  author  has  written  in  the  thirty  pages, 
to  which  he  here  alludes,  deserves  particular  attention. 
But  a  translation  of  the  whole  would  take  up  too  much 
room  in  these  notes  :  and  a  sketch  of  his  arguments  is 
Unnecessary,  because  he  himself  has  given  it  in  this 
section.  • 

;     /  ^     -    P4GE27. 

2.  The  symbolic  books  of  the  Lutherans  correspond 
(0  the  thirty-nine  articles  of  the  church  of  England. 


SECTION  V« 

PAGE  30. 

• 

,  1..  In  this  reference  there  must  be  some  rajstake,  for 
Luke  ii.  SI.  relates  to  Christ's  return  from  Jerusalem 
to  Nazareth,  when  he  was  twelve  ye^rs  of  age,  and. 
therefore  admits  of  no  comparison  with  St.  Matthew's 
history  of  Christ  s  infancy*  Our  author  means  to  com- 
pare Luke  ii.  l-r-30.  with  Matth.  i  18* — ii.  S3. 
,  2.  Oar  Author  s  Notes  not  only  on  the  (bar  Gospels . 
but  on  the  whole  New  Testament  have  been  since  pub- 
lished upder  the  following  title ;  J.  D.  Micheelis  An* 
merkiiq^p  fur  Ungefefart*  zu  seiner  Uebergetsuqg  4e* 
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Neuen  Testament*,  GotUagen,  1790—1708,  4Voi»« 
4to. 

PAGE  31.  . 

3.  The  German  title  of  this  work  has  been  already 
mentioned  in  Note  1*  to  Ch,  ii.  Sect.  1 . 

4.  It  must  be  observed  in  justice  to  Leasing,  who  was 
the  publisher  only,  not  the  author  of  the  fragments, 
that  he  lias. accompanied  the  publication  of  that  fragr 
ment,  in  which  the  history  of  the  resurrection  is  at-* 
tacked,  with  a  remark  in  which  he  acknowledges,  that 
do  differences  in  the  accounts  of  the  Evangelist*  can 
disprove  the  fapt  itself. 

4.  See  Note  2.  to  Ch.  \\.  Sect;  1. 


SECTION  VI. 

1.  In  the  new  edition  of  Fabricii  BibliothecaGneca, 
the  fourth  volume  of  which  was  published  at  Haon 
burgh  in  1 795, ,  the  alphabetical  list  of  Harmonies  is  in 
Vol.  IV.  p.  8Sfl — 889.  and  is  augmented  by.  the  addi- 
tion of  Harmonies,  which  were  either  overlooked  by 
Fabricius,  or  have  been  published  since  his  tipie.  .  But 
even  in  this  improved  catalogue .  is  omitted  Toinardi 
Harmonia  Groco-Latina,  Parisiis-  1707,  folio,  a  very 
minute,    indeed   anxiously   minute   Greek   harmony, 
which  is  not  generally  known.    Another  list  of  Greek 
harmonies,  with  a  division  into  classes,  and  the  authors 
Ifl  each  class  arranged  in  chronological  order,  may  be 
seen  in  Walchii  Bihliotbeca  Theologica,  Tom.  IV.  p. 
863—900. 

2.  The  German  title  of  this  hook  is,  Haubers  Leben 
Jeau  Christi.    It  was  published  at  Lemgo  in  1737, 

3.  The  Harmony  published  by  Ottomar  Luscinius, 
or9  aahe  was  called  in  German,  Othmar  Nachtigal,  bears 
io  the  original  edition  the  name,  not  of  Tatian,  but  of 
Aoraonuis  of  Alexandria.  The  title  of  the  original 
edition  is,  Evangelicft  historic  ex  quatuor  Evangelist!* 
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perpetuo  tenore  continuata  narratio,  dx  Amtnonii  Alex- 
andria fragmentis  quibusdam  e  Graeco  per  Ottomar«a* 
Luscinium  versa.  At  the  end  of  this  Latin  translation, 
which  is  not  accompanied  with  the  Greek  text,  (nor 
has  Luscinius  mentioned  in  what  library  the  Greet 
fragments  from  which  he  translated,  were  preserved)  is, 
Finis  perpetafe  narrationis  evangelic®.  Ex  Amtnonio 
Alexandrine,  per  Ot  torn  arum  Luscinium.  The  date 
of  the  subscription  is,  Augusts  Vindelicorum  Men. 
Novembri,  An.  mdxxiii.  In  the  edition  of  the 
Orthodoxographa,  which  was  printed  at  Basel  in  1555, 
this  Latin  translation  of  Ottomar  Luscinius  is  re-printed 
p.  221—235,  under  the  title,  *  Evangeliorum  quatuor 
narratio  ex  Ammonio  Alexandrino,  Ottomaro  Luscinio 
interpreted  It  is  likewise  re-printed  in  the  Maxima 
Bibliotheca  Veterum  Patrum  (Lugduni  1677,  folio) 
Tom.  II.  P.  in  p.  213—212.  But  the  editors  of  the 
Maxima  Bibliotheca  have  taken  the  liberty  to  alter  the 
title,  and  have  affixed  to  the  very  same  work,  fori 
have  compared  both  re-impressions  of  it,  the  title,  not  of 
*  Ammonii  Alexaodrini,  &c.'  but  of  Tatiani  Assyrii  SSL 
Evangeliorum  Diatessaron,  because  tbey  supposed  that 
the  harmony  published  by  Lusciniu*  was  really  that 
of  Tatian,  for  which  they  assign  their  reasons,  pi  SOS. 
This  alteration  of  the  title  has  created  very  great  con* 
fusion :  for  one  writer  calls  it  by  the  original  title,  am** 
ther,  as  our  author  has  done,  by  its  title  in  the  Maxima 
Bibliotheca.  With  respect  to  the  work  itself,  it  is  not 
an  Harmony  in  the  sense,  in  which  we  understand  the 
term,  for  it  is  nothing  more  than  a  summary  of  the 
life  of  Christ  delivered  in  the  author's  own  words.  It 
consists  of  four  Parts.  The  first  Part  contains  the 
account  of  Christ's  birth,  bat  without  any  genealogy, 
the  account  of  his  going  to  Jerusalem  when  be  wa* 
twelve  years  of  age,  the  account  of  his  baptism,  and  his 
return  to  Galilee.  The  second  p&rt  is  entitled,  Aftalf* 
primus  dominie®  praedicationis :  the  third  parti  Dekni^ 
nicae  prodicationis  annas  secundus :  and  the  fourth  part, 
Tertius  annus  dominiott  prodicationis. 
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4.  The  title  of  the   teerk  published  by  Midhael 
Memler  is,  Quatuor  Evangel  iorum  consonantia,   <ab 
Ammonio  Alexamk ino  congests,  sc  a  Victore  Capuano 
Episcopo  translata.  Moguntias.     And  the  subscription- 
tit  the  end  of  the  work  is,  Moguntre  in  sdibus  Joannts 
Shoeffer,  Anno  salutis  mdxxiiii.  Mense  Februario* 
It  is  ab  Harmony  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word,  for 
it  is  a  compilation  from  the  four  Gospels,  in  which  the 
words  of  the  Evangelists  are  retained.   It  consists  of  an 
hundred  and  eighty-one  sections  or  chapters,  to  the 
first  of  which  is  prefixed  St.  Luke's  preface.     Chap.  i. 
relates  to  the  Acryoc,  John  i.  1 .  &c.  ch.  ii.  iii.  iv.  contain 
the  account  of  the  birth  of  Christ,  and  of  John  the 
Baptist  taken  from  Luke  i.  5.  &c.  cb.  v.  contains  the 
genealogy  of  Christ,  taken  from  Mattb.  i.  and  so  on. 
(We  have  a  short  Harmony   of  the  Evangelists  in 
English,  formed  exactly  on  the  same  plan.)    To  the 
harmony  itself  is  prefixed  the  preface  of  Victor,  who 
was  Bishop  of  Capua  in  the  sixth  century,  and  who 
made  the  Latin  translation,  which  Memler  published. 
In  this  preface  Victor  says,  that -his  copy  of  the  Greek 
original,  from  which  he  made  the  translation,  had  no 
title,  and  therefore  that,  as  two  Greek  writers,  Tatian 
and  Ammooius,  bad  written  Greek  harmonies,  he  was 
uncertain,  to  which  of  the  two  the  work  in  question 
should  be  ascribed.     His  words  are,  '  Dum  fortuitu  in 
marnis  meas  incideret  uoum  ex  quatuor  Evangelium 
compositum,  et  absente  titulo  non  invenirem  nomen 
aotoris,'  &c»  and  he  afterwards  concludes,    '  ut  jure 
ambigi  possit,  utrum  Ammonii,  an  Tatiani  inventio 
ejasdem  opens  debeat  estimari.'     He  is  inclined  how- 
ever  to   ascribe   it  to  Tatian.    But  Memler,  in  his 
Dedication  to  Cbanqellor  Westbausen,  says,  that  most 
of  the  learned  were  of  opinion  that  not  Tatian,  but 
AimttoaiUs  was  the  author  of  it,  for  which  reason  he 
ascribed  it  to  Ammooius  in  the  title  page.   In  the  same 
dedication  Memler  likewise  says,  that  the  Latin  manu- 
script, from  which  he  printed  the  work,  was  preserved 
in  the  library  belonging  to  a  convent  at  Erbach  in  the 
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Electorate  of  Mcnta     Memlers  publication  Wasfre- 
printed  in  the  Maxima  Bibliotheca  veterum  patrunrr 
(Lugdioi  1667.)  Tom,  III.  p.  866—899.  under  the 
title  Sanctorum  quatuor  Evangeliorum  Harmonia  Am- 
monio  Alexandrine  authore.     But  though  the  text  of 
tjie  Harmony  itself  agrees  with  the  text  of  Memler's« 
edition,  as  I  have  found  on  comparing  them,  jet  thfe. 
hundred  and  eighty  one  chapters  are  not  separated  > 
from  each  other  with  titles  at  the  head  of  each  chapter, ' 
but  are  distinguished  only  by  a  marginal  notation*' 
Another  re-impression  of  this  work  is  given  in  the  Or- 
thodox ographu,  p.  110—188.  of  the  edition  printed  at: 
Basel  in  lids  :  but  the  editors  of  the  Orthodoxographa* 
have  altered  the  title,  and  have  changed  '  Amttionii'.to 
'.Tatiani/  and   yet   leaving-  the  epithet  Alexandria!,  > 
which  cannqt  be  given  to  Tatian,  unaltered,  have  pre- 
fixed .  to  their  re-impression  of  Memler's  edition  the 
title,  Evangeliorum  quatuor  .Harmonia,  Tatiano  Alex* 
andrino  authore.     Here  we  have  another  source  0$ 
confusion  in  respect  to  the  two  harmonies ;  for,  as  the* 
publication    of  Ottomar  Luscinius  is  called  by  one 
critic  Tqtiau  s  harmony  according  to  its  title  in  the* 
Maxima  Bibliotheca,  by  another  critic  the  Harmony  of 
Ammonius,  according  to  its  original  title,  so  the  pub-: 
location  of  Michael  Memlcr  is  called  by  one  critic  the: 
Harmony  pf  Am  muni  us,  by  another  the  Harmony:  of 
Tatian,  according  to  its  different  titles  in  the  different! 
editions  of  it. 

Of  the  harmony  translated  into  Latin:  hy  Victor  of. 
Capua,  and  published  by  Michael  Memler,  there  exists 
an  old  German  translation,  though  no  one  knows  by> 
whom  or  in  what  century  it  was  made.  A  vellum 
manuscript  containing  this  old  German  translation,  to-. 
{•ether  with  Victor's  Latin,  from  which,  and  not  from* 
the  Greek,  the  .German  translation,  was  undoubtedly, 
made,  belonged  formerly  -  to  JYanciscus  Junius,  from* 
whose  library  it  came  with  the  rest  of  Junius'*  manu- 
scripts into  the  Bodleian  library  at,  Oxford.  See  the 
Catalog,    librorum    MStorum    Anglioe.  et .  Hibemiae^ 
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Tom.  I.  p*  249*  N°5HS.     Ptritbenius,  Professor  at 
Gripswald,  took  a  copy  of  this  MS.  during  his  residence 
at  Oxford,  end  published  it  at  Gripswald  in  1706.     In 
the 'Appendix*  to  the  second  volume  of  Schilter's  The- 
saurus, which  was  published  after  Schilter's  death,  this 
ojd  German  translation,  together  with  Victor's .  Latin 
is  re-printed  under  the  following  title:  Tatiani  Syrr 
Hannonia  Evangelic*,  e  Latina  Victoris  Gapuani  jver- 
sione  translata  in  litiguam  Theotiscam  antiquissimaoK 
Editio  post  priraam  Palthenianam  nova  emendatior: 
ad  apographaduo'MSta,  et  curas  J.  Schilteri  post  ha* 
mas  studibse  recensita,  subjectis  notulis.     Ulmae  1 727; 
fbL     But  in  Schilter's  preface,  and  in  the  running  title 
at  the  top  of  each  page  is  Tatiani  AUxandrim  Har-* 
iqonia,  &c.  as  in  the  Orthodoxographa.    The  Latia 
text  of  this  work* .  with  exception  to  a  few  various 
readings,  agrees,  as  I  have  found  on  actual  comparison 
with  the  Latin  text  published    by  Memler,    though 
Memler  has  affixed  to  his  edition  the  title  Quatuoe 
Evangeliorum  consoaaatia  ab  Ammonia,  &c.    With  re- 
spect to  the  divisions,  the  first  seventy-five  chapters  are 
the  same  in  both  texts ;  -  Ch.'  I.  begins  .  in  both  texts 
with  '  Quoniam  quidem  multi  conati  sunt/  &c.  Lake 
i.  I.  and  Ch.  LXXV.  ends  in  both  texts  with  r  aliud 
quidem  centesimum,  aliud ,  auteui  sexagesitnum,  aliod 
vero  tricesimum,'  Matth.  xiii.  23.  In  the  text  printed  in 
Schilter's  Thesaurus  there  is  a  chasm  from  Ch.  LXXVL 
to  Ch.  CLII.  probably  because  there  was  a  chasm  there 
in  Juoius's  manuscript :  but  Ch.  CLIII.  begins  as  in 
Mender's  text,  with  Et  factum  est  cum  consummasset 
Jesus,  &c«  Matth.  xxvi.  1,    From  this  place  to*  the 
end,  though  the  two.  texts  are  the  same,  and  both  of 
tfaera  close  with  the  same  words,  '  pnedicaverunt  ubique 
domino  co-operante  etaermonem  confirmante,  sequen- 
tibus  signis,'  Mark  xvL  SO.  yet  the  chapters  do  not 
correspond,  because  the  divisions  Are  less  numerous  in 
Mender's  edition  than  they  are  in  the  other. 

I  have  been  thus  particular  in  the  description  both 
of  the  original  editions,  and  of  the  re4ropressions  of 
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the  two  harmonies  in  question,  id  order  to  correct  life' 
mistakes  which  have  been  made  about  thenu    Even 
Jabriciu3  in  bis  Codex  Apocrypbus  N«  T.  Took  I* 
p.  379«   hat  confounded  these  two  harmonies,   and 
asserted  that  the  harmony,  of  which  Paithenius  took 
a  copy*  was  the  same  as  the  harmony  published  by 
Ottomar  Luscinius :  but  this  is  so  far  from  being  true* 
that  On  the  contrary  it  is  the  very  same  as  the  harmony 
published  by  Michael  Memler,  as*  appears  front  what 
was  said  in  the  preceding  paragraph.  However  it.  is  uot 
extraordinary*  that  Fabricius  and  other  critics  have 
Cpnfpunded  the  two  harmonies,  since  the  original  edi- 
tions by  Luftctakis  and  Memler  are  very  scarce,  and.  in 
the  re-impressions  of  them,  as  well  in  the  Orthodoxy 
grppfea  as  in  the  Maxima  BibUotheca,  the  titles  have 
not  only  been  altered,  but  altered  in  such  a ,  manner,, 
that  the  hafmony  which  in  the  one  bears  the  nam* 
tf  Ammoniua,  bears  in  the  other  the4  name  of  Tatiao, 
and  vice  versa.    Hence  different  harmonies  have  been 
quoted  by  the  same  name*  and  the  same  harmony  by 
different  names,  according  as  critics  used  the  Ortho- 
doxographa.  Or  the  Maxima  Bibliotbeca.  Other  writers 
again  have  quoted  from4he  quotations  of  thefo  prede- 
lessors,  without  consulting  the  harmonies  themselves 
tad  have  thus  added  confusion  to  confusion,   till  at 
length  the   reader  is  involved  in  a  labyrinth,    from 
which  nothing  but  the  clue  of  Ariadne  can  extricate 
him*  . 

5.  The  first  question  to  be  asked  ia :  who  waa  tbe 
author  of  the  Greek  Harmony,  of  which  OttQtmar 
Luscinius  published  a  Latin,  translation?  Tb*t  it  i» 
ascribed  to  Ammoniua  of  Alexandria  in  tbe  editkm» 
which  Luscioiu*  himself  published  appears  frona  tbe 
title,  which  has  been  already  quoted  in  Note  3»  It 
likewise  bore  the  name  of  Atnmomus  in  the  Greek 
itiaduecript,  from  which  Loaciiitus  made:  bis  Latin 
toaastaion :  for  though:  Luscinias  has  not  declared  it  i* 
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express  terms*  and  indeed '  did  not  think  it  nefeseoryi 
Since  it  could  not  occur  tp  him  that  any  one  would 
suspect  him  of  having  prefixed  a  name,  which  was  not 
io  his  manuscript,  yet  the  following  passage  of  hid 
Preface  evidently  implies  that  the  name  of  Atqmonius 
really  was  prefixed  to  the  Harmony  in  the  Greek  tna* 
nuscript«  '  Docet  sacer  Aogustiftufc,  qua  ratione  una 
fcarratto  omnium  quatuor  complecti  possit  dicta.  Euse* 
bins  in  e&  pulchntn*  navavit  operant  NecJ  minorem 
Ammonius  Alexandrines*  iocujus  ffegmenta  jampridem 
incidintus,  modofdUax  nob  sit  titukts.9  From  this  pae* 
sage  it  appears  likewise  that  Luscinius.  himself  was  in 
doubt*  whether  the  Harcbony  was  mX  falsely  ascribed 
to  Ammonias  of  Alexandria.  Now  if  the  well  known 
Ammoniad  of  Alexandria  is  meant,  namely  the  Ammo* 
ntos  who  lived  in  the  former  part  of  the  third  century, 
who  divided  the  Gosftels  into  the  sections, .  which  are 
known  by  his  name*  and  who  is  said  by  the  ancients  to 
have  written  a  Harmony,  he  certainly  Was  not  the 
aatbor  of  tkdt  Harmony,  of  which  Lascinius  made  a 
Latin  translation.  For  the  ecclesiastical  writers  before 
the  fovrth  century  were  not  of  opinion  that  Christ's 
ministry  lasted  three  or  even. two  years.  Clement  and 
Origen,  both  of  whom,  as  well  as  Ammonius,  lived  at 
Alexandria,  (and  the  latter  was  contemporary  with 
Ammonias)  confine  Christ's  ministry,  the  one  to  a 
single  year,  the  other  to  a  year  and  a  few  months  *.  But 
in  the  Harmony  published  by  Luscinius  Christ's  ministry 
is  divided  into  a  history  .of  three  years,  not  only  in  the 
superscriptions  to  the  several  portions,  as  '  annus  pri* 
mnsdominiciB  pr&diostionis,  &o.'  which  the  advocates 
for  the  antiquity  of  this  work  might  say  were  added  by 
transcribers,  bat  likewise  in  the  text  itself.  For  tht 
portion  entitled,  '  Dominic©  pradicationis  annus  se- 
euodus/   begin*  lpith   '  Aqni  autem .  secundi  initium 

*  The  authorities  for.  thtie  assertions  wffl  be  quoted  in  Note  9« 
to  the  following  section. 
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Jesus,  dec*  and  ends  with  *  Et  hie  quidem  rts  gest» 
Jinem  secundo  dominicse  predicationis  anno  imposuere:* 
and  the  last  portion  begins  with  '  Extremus  annus  ' 
dominicse  predicationis,  qui,  &c/  Consequently  Am- 
monius* who  lived  in  the  third  ceotury,  was  not  the 
author  of  tins  Harmony.  For  the  same  reason, 
Tatian,  who  lived  still  earlier,  was  not  the  author  of 
it,  though  the  editors  of  the  Maxima  Bibliotheca  and 
several  other  critics  call  it  Tatian's  Harmony.  Besides, 
that  it  is  neither  Ammonius's  nor  Tatian's  is  evident 
for  other  reasons.  For  Eusebius  in  his  Epistle  to  Car- 
pianos,  Says  of  AmmoniuS,  ro  o\a  nororapwv  ij/wv  Kara- 
XcXonrar  svayytkioir,  vtf  Kara  MarAaiov  raq  Ofio^>vsg  r«v 
Xoitow  evayyeXeTwv  TrtpiKowae  irapaQuQ,' and  then  adds  that 

the  plan  adopted  .  by  Ammonius  suggested  to  him  the 
ten  canons,  which  he  himself  drew  up.  But  the  work 
published  by  Lusctnius  is  formed  upon  a  very  different 
plan, .  being  nothing  more  than  a  summary,  of  the  life 
of  Christ  delivered .  ia  the  author's  own  words,  and 
without  regard  to  parallel  passages..  And  that  it  is  not 
Tatian's  appears  from  the  description,  which  Theodoret 
has  given  of  Tatian's  Harmony.  For  Theodoret .  says 
(Heret.  Pab.  Lib.  I.  cap.. 20.)  of  Tatian,  aroc  jcoi  &o 

Tttcaptov  KaXsfuvov  avvrtOuKev  wayycXioVjf  <rc  tc  ycvsaXoytac 
irfpueo^ac,  *ae  ra  uXXa  oca  ik  dircpparoc  AadiS  Kara  aepica 
ytytvvtifjitvov  tov  Kty>tov  Sacvwn  :  but  the  author  of  the 
Harmony  published  by  Luscioius,  though  he  has 
omitted  the  genealogies,  is  so  far  from  having  avoided 
all  reference  to  Christ's  descent  from  David,  that  in  tlie 
very  first  paragraph  be  has  related  the  birth  of  Christ 
in  the  following  words,  '  quum  Joseph  Bethlehem; 
quae  civitas  erat  D&Vid*  ad  queen  genus  referebat,   &c.* 

Lastly*,  the.  very,  title  ro.&a  Tarorapcav.cuayycXioy,.  which 

is  applied  by  Theodoret  and  Eusebius  to  the  harmonies 
of  Tatian  and  :  Ammonius,  is  wholly  unsuitable  to  the 
work  published  by  Luscinius. — Whether  this  work  was 
really. written  by  same  other  person  called  A m moo i us, 
who  lived  in  a  later  age,  since  the  name  of  Ammonius 
was  prefixed  to  it  in  the  Greek  manuscript;  or  whether 
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it  is  a  mere  forgery  in  the  name  of  Atamonius,  who 
lived  in  the  third  century,  is  a  question/  which 'it  is 
difficult  to  determine,  and  is  in  fact  of  no  importance* 
Mill  (Prol.  sect.  353.)  is  of  the  former  opinion:  but 
1  since  no  ecclesiastical  writer  speaks  of  any  harmony,  or 
even  of  any  life  of  Christ  written  by  another  Ammonius, 
the  latter  opinion  is  not  improbable,  unless  the  author 
lived  in  such  obscurity  as  to  remain  wholly  unknown* 
However,  if  it  is  a  forgery,  and  Was  designed  to  be 
imposed  on  the  world,  as  the  harmony  of  that  Ammo- 
nius, who  lived  in  the  third  century,  the  author  of  it 
has  shewn  himself  to  be  wholly  unqualified  for  the 
task. 

The  remaining  question  to  be  asked  is :  Who  was 
the  author  of  that  harmony,  which  was  published  by 
Michael  Memler?     That   this    harmony   is  a   Latin 
translation   made  in  the  sixth  century   by  Victor  of 
Capua  from  a  Greek  manuscript,  of  which  the  title 
containing  the  name  of  the  author  was  lost,  that  Victor 
therefore  was  in  doubt  whether  he  should  ascribe  it  to 
Tatian  or  to  Ammonius,  but  that  he  was  inclined  to 
ascribe  it  to  the  former,  that  Meitiler  ort  the  contrary' 
ascribed  it  to  Ammonius,  and  accordingly  published  it 
under  his  name,  but  that  the  editors  of  the  Orthodoxo* 
grapha  in  their  re*impression  of  MemlerV  edition  again 
assigned  it  to  Tatian,  appears  from  what  has  been  said 
ia  the  preceding  note.    Now'  the  question,  whether  this 
is  Tatian's  harmony  lies  in  a  very  short  compass :  for 
it   has  not  only  the  passages  which  relate  to  Christ's 
descent  from  David,  but  in  ch.  v.  has  the  genealogy 
contained  in  Mattb.  i.  at  full  length,  and  likewise  a 
part  of  the  genealogy  in  Luke  iii.  which,  as  Theodoret 
expressly  says,  were  not  in  Tatian's  harmony.     And 
Zacbary  of  Chrysopolis,  who  lived  in  the  twelfth  cen- 
tury, and  wrote  a  commentary  on  that  very  harmony 
which  was  translated   by  Victor,    and  published  by 
Memler,  declares  in  his  Preface,  that  Tatian's  harmony' 
^ven  at  that  time  no  longer  in  existence.    Zaehary's 
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eotomaotery,  together  with  the  text  of  the  harmony 
itself,  is  printed  in  the  Maxima  Bibliotheca,  Tom. 
XIX.  p.  74W958.  and  is  divided,  as  id  Alemler's 
edition,  into  an  huodred  and  eighty-one  chapters  or 
sections*  In  the  Preface  (p.  748.)  after  mentioning 
that  Ammonias  and  Tatian  had  written  hariqonies,  but 
that  Tatian's  was  no  longer  in  existence,  that  Augustin 
bad  written  a  Concordia  Evangelistarum,  and  that 
others  had  followed  bk  example,  he  proceeds  thus. 
At  vert)  hujus  operis  quia  author  imo  ordinator  txtiterit 
nihil  interest  ignorare.  Etenim  tam  verba  quam  sen- 
tentise  non  nisi  Evangelistarum  sunt.,  Matthei  nainque 
dictis  reliquorum  trium  excerpta  (quod  cuilibet  per* 
quireoti  facile  4st  cognitu)  art*  mirifica  magisque  bre- 
vitate  miraada  junguntur.  Hoe  autem  pnenoaiinaturo 
Ammonium  fecisse,  scribit  Eusebius  Carpiano,  Now 
Eusebius  in  his  Epistle  to  Carpianus  certainly  says  of 

Ammonius9  rif  Kara  M«r0oiov  tag  opofanwc  Ttm  Xoiirwv 

tuayyeXi^hiv  mpucoTos  fapadiiQ^   and  therefore  Zachary 
id  so  fat1  right    But  when  he  sayB  that  this  description 
applies  to  the  harmony,  on  which  he  wrote  a  commen- 
tary, he  asserts  what  is  not  true,    For  in  this  harmooy, 
as  both  Zachary  and  Memler  have  it,  ch.  L  cootaiqs 
a  passage  from  St.  John's  Gospel,    ch.  ii.  front  St* 
Luke's  Gospel,  and  in  this  manner  to  the  end  of  the 
whole  work  the  chapters  contain  passages  sometimes 
ffota  one  Gospel,  sometimes  from  another,    fipt  the 
harmony  of  Ammenius,    according  to  the  words   of 
Eusebius,   and  even  according  to  the  interpretation, 
>yhich  Zachary  himself  has  given  them,  must  have 
opntained  St  Matthew's  Gospel  throughout,  and  op- 
posite to  St  Matthew's  teat  the  correspondent  portions 
of  the  other  Evangelists  in-  the  same  manner  as  modem 
harmonies  da    Zachary's  appeal  therefore  to  Eusebius, 
instead  of  proving,  that  the  harmony,  which  Victor  of 
Capua  translated  into  Latin  in  the  sixth  century,   on 
which  Zachary  himself  wrote  a  commentary  on   the 
twelfth,  and  which  harmony  was  printed  by  Mentor 
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in  the  sixteenth  century,  was  written  by  the  Ammonia* 
of  Alexandria,  who  lived  in  the  third  century,  proves 
the  very  reverse. 

It  appears  then,  that  neither  the  work  published  by 
Ottomar  Luscinius,  nor  the  work  published  by  Michael 
Meailer,  can  be  ascribed  either  to  Tatian,  or  to  the 
Ammonius,  who  lived  in  the  third  century.  .  .  *. 

6.  In  the  Codex  Johnsonianus,  Wetstein's  Code*  7£ 
in.  the  Gospels,  a  MS.,  supposed  to  have  been  written 
in  the- eleventh  century,  there  is  a  marginal  schoiion  to 
Matth.  xx  vii.  4<).  in  which  Tatian  is  quoted :  but  he 
is  there  quoted  by  his  name  Tarwvoc,  not  by  the  title 

•  £»P<k.    See  Wetstein's  Note  to  Matt,  xxvii.  49. 

.  7.  These  ancient  chapters  are  commonly  called  the 
Ammooiaa  sections,  from  Ammonius,  who  made  these 
divisions.  In  respect  to  the  manner,  in  which  Eusebiue 
applied  these  sections,  and  the  use  to  be  made  of  his 
ten  canons,  see  Note  31.  to  Vol.  II.  ch.xiii.  of  this  In* 
traduction. 

.  8..  Since  four  things,  when  taken  three  and  three, 
may  be  combined  four  ways,  and  when  tfiken  two  and 
two,  may  tie  combined  six  ways,  Eusebius,  if  he  had 
made  all  possible  combinations,  would  with  the  first 
canon,  which  contains  the  passages  common  to  all  four 
Evangelists*  .and  the  last  canon,  which  contains  the 
passages  peculiar  to  each,  have  had  upon  the  whole 
twelve  tables.  But  he  reduced  them. to  ten,  because 
he  found  no  passage,  which  was  common  to  the  Gospels 
of  St,  Mark  and  St.  John,  which  was  not  likewise 
contained  in  the  Gospels,  either  of  St.  Matthew  or  of 
St.  Luke*  and  none,  which  were  comnpon  to  St.  Mark, 
-St.  Luke,  and  St,  John,  which  was  not  likewise  con* 
Uined  in  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew. 

•  • 

*AG4  33. 

9.  This  Ludolphup  was  a  German  Carthusian  monk 
of  the  fifteenth  century.  .  His  work  entitled  '  Vita 
Jesu  Christi,  ex  quetuor  Evangelistis  aliisque  scripto- 
ribus  ecclesiastkis  co^flata.   Cum  coromeptario,'.  w«s 
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first  printed  at  Strasborgh  in  1474,  and  was  held  in  such 
high  estimation,  that  it  not  only  went  through  at  least 
thirty  editions,  in  France,  Germany,  and  Italy,  but 
was  translated  into  French  and  Italian.  See  Walcbii 
BibHotheca  theologite,  Tom.  IV.  p.  666.  and  Fabricii 
BibUotbeca  Latina  medi®  et  infimee  Latinitatis,  Tom. 

IV.  p.  847. 

10.  Jean  Cbarlier  de  Gerson  was  chancellor  of  the 

university  of  Paris  at  the  end  of.  the  fourteenth  and  the 
beginning  of  the  fifteenth  century.  When,  or  where; 
bis  Monotessaron  was  first  printed  I  know  not:  but  aH 
bis  works  were  published  at  Paris  in  1521,  in  2  vol.  fol. 
and  again  in  -  1 606,  in  4  vol.  fol.  He  is  said  (for  I 
never  read  his  works)  to  have  followed  Augustin,  and 
to  have  completed  what  Augustin  began  in  his  treatise, 
De  consensu  quatuor  Evangelistarutn, 

11.  At  Louvain.  The  'Concordia  evangelical  it* 
aelf,  the  work,  which  properly  belongs  to  the  present 
place,  was  first  printed  at  Louvain  in  1549*  But  Jansen 
did  not  adopt  Osiander's  principle,  at  least  not  at  all 
times,  as  appears  from  the  very  title,  Concordia  evaiir 
gelica,  in  qua  praeterquam  quod  suo  loco  ponuntur,  qua* 
evangelist©  rum  servato  recensent  ordine,  &c. 

w  12.  The  edition  of  1593  contains  only  what  had  been 
written  by  Chemnitz.  The  continuations  of  it  by  Leyser 
and  Gerhard  were  afterwards  published  separately :  and 
the  whole  work,  including  the  continuations,  was  first 
published  at  Geneva  in  1628.  See  Walchii  Bib.  Tbeol, 
Tom.  IV.  p.  871.  * 

♦  13.  Chemnitz  may  in  some  things  have  followed 
Osiander  too  closely,  but  Osiander'*  leading  principle, 
that  in  all  our  Gospels  the  facts  are  arranged  in  cbror 
nological  order,  was  absolutely  rejected  by  Chemnitz : 
for  he  says,  in  his  Prolegomena,  p.  2.  (ed  Francofurti, 
1600,  4 to.)  '  Unus  idemque  Evangelista  non  semper 
et  ubique  in  omnibus  ordinem  temporis  et  seriem  rerum 
gestarum  anxie  observat.'  And  whoever  consults  the 
Harmony  itself  will  find,  that  CJiemnitz  has  made 
many  transpositions  in  the  Gospel  of  Su  Matthew,  be* 
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cause  in  his  opinion  (Prol.  p.  4.)  St.  Matthew  bad 
frequently  departed  from  the  order  of  time.  '  Conse- 
quently Chemnitz,  instead  of  being  ranked  among  the 
followers  of  Osiander,  as  he  is  not  only .  by  our  author, 
but  by  several  other  writers  on  this  subject,  ought  to  be 
placed  at  the  head  of  the  other  class  of  harmonists. 

14.  It  was  reprinted  in  1684,  and  1693.  Craddock 
did  not  adopt  the  strange  principle  of  Osiander. 

page  34. 

15.  Our  author  mentions  here  only  Lamy's  Com- 
mentary, whereas  he  ought  to  have  mentioned  likewise 
the  Harmony  itself,  which  has  the  title,  Historia,  sive 
Concordia  quatuor  Evangclistarum,  Parisiis,  1j6S9, 
ISmo.  Lamy,  who  rejected  the  principle  adopted  by 
Osiander,  adheres  to  St  Matthew's  arraugement  of 
the  facts,  which  he  has  in  common  with  St.  Mark  and 
St.  Luke. 

16.  Le  Clerc's  Greek  and  Latin  Harmony  was 
printed  at  Amsterdam  in  1699.  The  edition  of  1700 
contains  the  Latin  only.  To  Le  Clerc's  Greek  Har- 
mony our  author  might  have  added  Nicolai  Toinardi 
Harmonia  Graeco-Latina,  Parisiis,  1707/fol.  It  is  a 
work  of  particular  use  to  those  who  wish  to  examine 
the  verbal  agreement  of  the  Evangelists,  for  Toinard 
has  not  only  placed  in  adjacent  columns  the  parallel 
passages,  but  has  parallelised  even  single  words.9 

17.  '  Tenth'  is  a  mistake  for  '  fourteenth. ' 

18.  Winston,  on  comparing  the  order  of  the  facts 
recorded  in  Mattb.  iv.  viii.  ix.  x.  xi.  xji.  xiii.  xiv.  with 
the  order  in  which  the  same  facts  are  arranged  in  the 
Gospels  of  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  observed  that  St. 
Mark  and  St.  Luke  agreed  in  their  arrangement  of  the 
facts,  but  that  St.  Matthew  in  the  above-mentioned 
chapters  frequently  differed  in  his  arrangement.  This 
created  no  difficulty  to  Osiander  and  his  followers,  who, 
justead  of  untying  the  knot,  cut  it  at  once  by  making 
the  same  facts  happen  as  often,  as  they  found  them 
differently  arranged  in  different  Gospels, .  gut  Whiston, 


4£  SOTBS  TO   CHAfr,  II.    SECT.  ▼*• 

who  had  too  much  good  sense  to  become  a  disciple  of 
Osfander,  was  reduced  to  the  necessity  of  acknow- 
ledging, that  many  of  the  facts,  which  are  related  in 
common  by  St.  Matthew,  St  Mark,  and  St.  Luke,  are 
arranged  in  nnchronologtcat  order,  either  in  the  Gospel 
of  St.  Matthew,  or  in  the  Gospels  of  St.  Mark  and 
St.  Lake*     But  as  Whiston  would  not  admit  the  sup- 
position, that  the  Evangelists  themselves  bad  -deviated 
from  chronological  order,  since  this  order  is  the  moat 
perspicuous,  which  an  historian  can  adopt,  he  saw  no 
othef*  method  of  extricating  himself  from  the  difficulty, 
than  to  suppose,  that  either  St.  Matthew  on  the  one 
hand,  or  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke  on  the  other,  arranged 
their  facts  in  an  order  different  from  that,  which  we 
now  find  in  their  Gospels,  and  consequently  that  either 
frt  the  one  or  in  the  other,  transpositions  bad  been 
made  by  transcribers.  And  as  there  is  less  improbability 
in  supposing,  that  transpositions  had  been  made  in  one 
Gospel,  than  in  supposing  that  the  same  transpositions 
have  been  made  in  two,  Whiston  had  recourse  to  the 
former  conjecture.    And;  as  he  believed  that  St  Mark 
derived  the  principal  materials  of  his  Gospel  from  that 
of  St  Matthew,  and  justly  argued  (whether  the  pre- 
mises themselves  are  true  is  another  inquiry)  that  * 
writer,  who  was  neither  an  Apostle,  nor  eye-witness  to 
the  facts,  which  he  has  recorded,  would,  in  copying 
from  an  author,  who  was  both,  retain  the  arrangement 
of  the  facts,  which  that  author  had  observed,  Whiston 
further  concluded,  that  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,   in  its 
primitive  state,  contained  the  facto  in  the  order,  itt 
which  they  are  arranged  by  8t  Mark,  and  consequently 
in  the  order  in  which  they  are. arranged  by  St.  Luke* 
This  mode  of  reasoning  is  so  far  frooj  involving  an 
absurdity,  that  it  is  really  ingenious :  and  WhktorTa 
conjecture,    notwithstanding    the    difficulties,     under 
wfiich  it  labours,  and  those  difficulties  are  not  few,  is 
still  less  exceptionable,  not  only  than  the  principle  of 
Osiander,  but  even  than  the  principle  adopted  by  our 
author,  that  the  EvangdKsts  designedly  departed  (rafll 
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the  order  of  time,  in  order  to  render  their  histories 
more  perspicuous*  However  there  is  not  the  least 
necessity  for  having  recourse  to  Whiston's  conjecture, 
since  the  difference  in  the  arrangement  of  the  facts  in 
the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St  Luke 
may  be  explained  in  a  much  more  satisfactory  manner. 
See  what  has  been  already  said  in  Note  4.  to  ch.  ii. 
sect.  S.  and  what  will  hereafter  be  said  on  this  subject 
in  the  Essay  on  the  origin  of  our  three  first  Gospels. 
Whoever  wishes  particularly  to  examine  the  objections 
which  may  be  made  to  Whiston's  conjecture,  may 
oonsult  an  answer  written  by  Mr.  Jeremiah  Jones, 
not  long  after  Whiston's  publication,  and  entitled, 
♦A  Vindication  of* the  former  part  of  St  Matthew's 
Gospel  from  Mr.  Whiston's  charge  of  dislocations.1 
Dr.  Priestley,  in  his  *  Observations  on  the  Harmony  of 
the  Gospels'  (prefixed  to  his  Greek  Harmony)  p.  90^ 
takes  the  other  side  of  the  qnestion,  and  agrees,  partly 
at  least  with  Whiston. 

19*  This  work  consists  of  three  Tomes,  the  third 
of  which  is  subdivided  into  two  volumes.  The  first 
only  was  published  in  1727,  the  second  was  published 
in  1728|  and  the  third,  consisting  of  two  volumes,  in 

17S0. 

PAGE  36. 

20*  Here  may  be  mentioned,  '  A  Harmony  of  the 
four  Gospels,  in  which  the  natural  order  of -each  is 
preserved :  with  a  Paraphrase  and  Notes,  by  James 
Macknight,  London,  1756,  2  vols.  4toi'  Macknight, 
like  Hauber,  adheres  closely  to  the  principle  of  Osi- 
ander :  but  his  paraphrase  and  commentary  contain 
much  useful  information.  •  Whoever  makes  use  of  this 
Harmony  should  compare  with  it  '  Lardner's  Observa- 
tions upon  Macknight's  Harmony  of  the  four  Gospels, 
as  for  as  relates  to  the  history  of  our  Saviour's  resur- 
rection/ first  published  in  1764,  and  reprinted  in 
VoL  XI-  p.  349—400.  of  the  edition  of  Lardner's 
.works  published  ia  178*. 
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31.  The  German  title  is,  •  Die  vier  Ev^ngelisten 
mit  ihren  eigenen  Wort^o  zusammengpsetet,  und  ver- 
deutscht,  auch  mit  hinlanglichen  Erklarungen  versehen; 
Tow.  I.  Hamburg,  1766.  This  volume  extends  no 
further  than  Matth.  vii.  29* :  But  Biisching,  though  he 
lived  above  five  and  twenty  years  after  this  publication, 
did  not  continue  it.  Whether  he  altered  his  opinion 
in  respect  to  Osiander's  principle,  which  be  .bad  adopted, 
or  whether  he  bad  other  reasons  for  discontinuing  the 
work,  1  know  not. 

22.  The  German  title  is,  Neue  Harmonie  der  vier 
Evangelisten,  Halle,  1 767,  4to.  periling,  like  Bengel, 
rejects  the  principle  of  Osiander, 

S3.  Here  our  author  should  have  mentioned  the 
Greek  Harmony  of  archbishop  Newcome,  which  was 
published  at  Dublin  in  1778,  under  the  following  title  : 
*  A  Harmony  of  the  Gospels,  in  which  the  original 
text  is  disposed  after  Le  Clerq's  general  manner,  with 
such  various  readings  at  the  foot  of  the  page,  ap  have 
received  Wetstein's  sanction  in  his  folio  edition  of  (he 
Greek  Testament.  Observations  are  subjoined,  tending 
to  settle  the  time  and  place  of  every  transaction,  to 
establish  the  serjes  of  facts,  $nd  to  reconcile  seeming 
inconsistencies/  The  notes  annexed  to  this  Harrpony 
are  very  valuable:  they  display  sound  judgement,  and 
great  critical  knowledge. 

Pr.  Priestley  has  published  two  Harmonies,  the  one 
entitled,  *  A  Harmony  of  the  Evangelists  in  Greek,  to 
which  are  prefixed  critical  dissertations  in  English, 
London,  1777,  4to.  the  other  *  A  Harmony  of  the 
Evangelists  in  English,  with  critical  dissertations,  an 
occasional  paraphrase,  and  notes. for  the  use  of  the  un- 
learned, London,  1780,  4to. 

24.  All  the  modem  harmonies  of  the  four  Gospels, 
of  which  we  have  above  an  hundred  in  various  lan- 
guages, may  be  divided  ihto  two  classes:  1st  Hanpo- 
nics,  of  which  the  authors  have  taken  for  granted,  that 
all  the  facts  recorded  in  all  thq  four  Gospels  are  arranged 
in  chronological  order,  and  &J!y  tjarmopi^s,  gf  winch 
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the  authors  have  admitted,  that  in  one  or  more  of  the 
four  Gospels  chronological  order  has  been  more  or  less 
neglected.     Osiander,  or  as  he  was  called  in  German, 
Hosmann,  is  at  the  head  of  the  first  class,  Chemnitz 
aft  the  head  of  the  second.     The  harmonies  of  the  tor* 
mer  kind  are  very  similar  to  each  other,  because  though 
the  authors  of  them  had  to  interweave  the  facts  recorded 
in  one  Gospel  with  the  facts  recorded  in  another,  yet, 
as  they  invariably  retained  the  order  which  was  observed 
in  each  Gospel,  and  consequently  repeated  whatever 
facta  occurred  in  different  places,  in  different  Gospels, 
as  often  as  those  facts  presented  themselves  to  the  har- 
monists in  their  progress  through  the  Gospels,  there 
was  less  room  for  material  deviations  in  their  plan  and 
method.     But  in  the  harmonies  of  the  latter  kind  we 
meet  with  considerable  variations,  because,  though  the 
authors  of  them  are  unanimous  in  their1  principle,  they 
are  at  variance  in  the  application  of  it :  and,  though 
they  agree  in  making  transpositions,  by  which  they  dis- 
tinguish themselves  from  the  harmonists  of  the  first 
class,  yet  they  do  not  always  make  the  same  transposi- 
tions. Some,  for  instance,  have  supposed,  as  Chemnitz, 
archbishop  New  come,    and  other  harmonists  of  this 
class  have  done,  that  St.  Matthew  has  mostly  neglected 
chronological  order,  while  others,  as  Bcngel  and  Beit- 
ling,  have  supposed,  that  he  has  in  general  retained  it 
Hence,  though  they  have  all  the  same  object  in  view, 
namely,  to  make  a  chronological  harmony,  or  to  arrange 
the  events,    which  are  recorded  in   the  Gospels,    as 
nearly  as  possible  according  to  the  order  of  the  time, 
in  which  the  evonts  happened,  they  have  adopted  dif- 
ferent modes  of  producing  this  effect.     For  in  some 
harmonies  the  order  of  St.  Matthew  is  inverted,  and 
made   subservient   to    that   of   St.  Mark,     while    in 
other   harmonies    St.  Marks  order  is  inverted,    and 
made  subservient  to  that  of  St  Matthew.     Some  har- 
monists again  suppose,  that  all  the  Evangelists  have 
neglected  chronological  oi*der,   while  others  make  an 
exception  in  favour  of  one,  or  more  of  them,  though 
the  question,  which  of  the  Evangelists  should  be  ex- 
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eepted,  likewise  affords  matter  of  debate.    And  even 
those  harmonists,    who  agree,  as  to  the   Gospel,    or 
Gospels,  in  which  transpositions  should  be  made,  differ 
in  respect  to  the  particular  parts,  where  these  transposi- 
tions ought  to  take  place.  Amid  this  variety  of  opinion, 
and  amid  the  manifold  arguments,  by  which  each  har- 
monist has  ingeniously  defended  his  own  particular  plan, 
it  is  really  difficult  to  discover  a  fixed  and  solid  principle, 
by  which  the  events  recorded  by  the  Evangelists  may 
be  restored  to  chronological  order.     For  this  reason, 
Griesbach  in  the  Preface  to  his  Synopsis,  p.  5.  (ed.  a.) 
says,  '  Ingenue  profheor,  lectoresque  admonitos  esse 
cupio,    Harmoniam,    quam  proprie   dicunt  in   hocce 
libello  neutiquam  esse  quserendam.      Quaojvis  enim 
non  ignorem,  quantum  laboris  viri  perdocti  harmonise 
secundum  regulas  a  se  conditas  in  ordinem  redigendas 
impenderint,    ego    tamen    exiguam    utilitatem*     imo 
pullam  fere,  quam  non  mea  etiam  Synopsis  praestet*  e 
minuta  ista  diligentia  percipi  posse  arbitror :  sed  valde 
etiam  dubito,  an  ex  Evaogelistarum  libellis  harmoaica 
componi  possit  narratio,  veritati  quoad  chronologicam 
pericoparum  dispositionem  satis  consentanea,  et  nrinJs 
fiindamentis  superstructa*'    The  title  of  this  work  is* 
Synopsis  Evangeliorum  Matthai,  M^rci,  et  Lucefe,  una 
cum  iis  Joannis  pericopis  quae  historian*  passionis  et 
fesurrectionis  Jesu   Christi  complectuntun     Textum 
rccensuit  et  selectam  lectionis  varietatem  adjpcit  J«  J. 
Griesbacb,    Editio  secunda,     emendatior  et  auction 
Hals  Saxonum,  1797,  8vo.    The  chief  purport  of  this 
Synopsis  is,  not  to  give  a  chronological  series  of  events, 
but  to  present  in  parallel  columns  all  those  sections* 
which  are  common  to  the  Gospels  of  St  Matthew, 
St*  Mark,  and  St*  Luke;  St  John's  Gospel,  with  ex- 
ception to  the  last  part  of  it  being-  omitted,  because 
the  rest  of  it  has  so  very  little  matter  in  common  with 
the  other  three.    And,  to  make  as  few  transpositions 
as  possible   St.  Marks   order   is  generally  retained, 
because  it  is  the  same  with  that  of  bt.  Luke,  as  far  a* 
relates  to  the  facts  which  are  common .  to  all  throe*. 
Those  parts,  which  each  Evangelist  has  peculiar  to 
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himself,  are  inserted  in  intermediate  sections*  TI>e 
disposition  of  the  whole  work  is  very  commodious,  and 
I  know  of  no  harmony,  which  affords  so  much  assistance 
in  the  investigation  of  a  subject,  which  has  lately  much 
engaged  the  attention  of  the  German  critics,  and  which, 
will  be  particularly  considered  hereafter,  namely,  the 
origin  of  our  three  first  Gospels,  and  the  relation,  which 
they  bear  to  each  others 

.  With  respect  to  the  question,  where  there  is  a 
possibility  of  arranging  in  chronological  order  all  the 
facts  recorded  in  aU  the  four  Gospels,  the  greatest  dif- 
ficulty consists  in  the  mode  of  arranging  St  John's 
Gospel*  For  siflce,  if  we  except  the  two  last  chapters, 
it  has  so  very  little  matter  in  common  with  the  other 
three,  every  harmonist,  who  inserts  the  whole  of  it* 
must  divide  it  into  a  great  number  of  small  portions, 
fad  insert  them,  one  in  one  place,  another  in  afiotker* 
in  intervals  between  the  sections  of  St  Matthew,  St* 
Mark,  and  St  Luke,  according  to  the  time,  to  whicU 
such  harmonist  supposes,  that  each  of  those  portions 
belongs.  But  many,,  if  not  most,  of  these  insertions 
are  so  arbitrary,  and  so  destitute  of  every  criterion,  by 
which  we  might  pronounce  with  certainty,  that  such 
an  event  recorded  by  St.  John  immediately  followed 
this  evept,  and  immediately  preceded  that  event,  re* 
forded  by  St  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  or  St.  Luke,  that 
though  some  of  then)  may  have,  been  inserted  according 
to  the  time,  in  which  they  have  happened,  *e.  cannot 
be  sure*  that  evep  the  greatest  part  of  them  have  received 
in  any  harmony  an  exact  chronological  position.  The 
safest  method  .therefore  is  to  confine  all  harmonic  ar- 
rangements to  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew,  St  Mark, 
and  St  Luke,  and  to  consider  St  John's  Gospel,,  with 
exception  to.  the  two  last  chapters,  as  a  work  uncon* 
pected  with  the  other  three.  The  question  of  chro* 
pplogical  order  will. then  be  reduced,  to  a  smaller  com* 
pass;  and  since  ,thq  facts,  which  are  common  to  the 
Cos  pels  of  St.  Matthew,  St  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  are 
arranged  by  St  Mark  and  St.  Luke  in  general  in  the 
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same  ordeiv  we  have  only  to  choose  between  their  ordef 
(namely,  in  the  facts  which  are  common  to  all  three) 
on  the  one  hand,  and  that  of  St.  Matthew  on  the  other. 
For  whoever  supposes,  that  all  three  have  neglected 
chronological  order,  and  yet  attempts  to  compose  an 
harmony,  in  which  the  facts  shall  be  chronologically 
disposed,  engages  ia  an  undertaking,  in  which  it  is 
impossible  to  meet  with  success ;  since  on  this  suppo- 
sition there  exists  no  criterion,  by  which  the  real  sac- 
cession  of  the  events  may  be  determined.     Now  it  has ' 
beet;    already    shewn   in  Note  2.  to  Sect.  ii.  of  this 
chapter,  that  an  historian,  who  knows  in  what  order 
the  events,  which  he  records,  followed  each  other,  and 
yet  designedly  inverts  that  order  in  his  narrative,  must 
be  conscious  to  himself,  that  his  plan  is  such,  as  will 
expose  his  readers  to  the  danger  of  mistaking  the  suc- 
cession of  those  events.      On  the  other  hand,   if  an 
historian,  though  accurately  informed  in  respect  to  the 
events  themselves,  does  not  always  know,  in  what  order 
they  followed  each  other,  he  cannot  be  charged  with 
neglect,  though  his  arrangement  be  not  chronological, 
since  the  order  of  real  succession,  which  may  be  justly 
expected  from  an  historian,  who  knows  it  cannot  be 
expected  from  an  historian/  to  whom  it  is  not  always 
known.     Consequently,  as  St.  Matthew  was  in  general 
eye  witness  to  the  facts,   which   he  has  recorded   in 
common  with  St  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  but  St.  Mark 
and  St.  Luke  were  not,  it  is  surely  more  reasonable 
to  expect  chronological  order  in  the  former,  thai*  in 
the  latter.    It  is  true,  that  wherever  St.  Matthew  differs 
in  his  arrangement  from  St.  Mark  or  St  Luke^  these 
two  Evangelists  agree  in  their  arrangement  with  each 
other.     But  this  agreement  affords  no  proof  that  tbey 
have  written  in  chronological  order:  for,  though  .no- 
thing but  an  adherence  to  the  real  succession  of  events 
could  produce  an  uniformity  of  arrangement  in-  the 
works  of  two  historians,  who  had  no  connection,  either 
mediate  or  immediate  with  each  other,  vet  if  either 
the  one  copied  from  the  other,  or  both  ot  them  drew 
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from  a  common  source,  their  arrangement  might  be  the 
same,  and  yet  not  chronological.  Now  that  one  of 
these  suppositions  must  be  adopted  in  respect  to 
St  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  the  late  critical  investigations 
on  this  subject,  which  will  be  considered  hereafter,  havQ 
placed  beyond  a  doubt.  The  conclusion  therefore, 
that  St.  Matthew's  order  is  in  general  chronological 
rests  unimpaired  :  and  hence  we  may  infer,  that  those 
harmonists,  who  take  St.  Matthew  for  their  guide, 
must  meet  with  more  success  in  their  attempts  to  pro- 
duce a  chronological  harmony,  than  they  who  desert 
him. 

25,  A  list  of  authors,  who  have  endeavoured  to 
reconcile  single  difficulties  is  given  in  Walchii  Biblio- 
Jheca,  theologica,  Tom.  IV.  p.  901— 9  J  9* 
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1.  A  similar  table  of  contents  to  the  four  Gospels 
was  drawn  up  and  published  many  year6  ago  at  Cam- 
bridge by  Jebb.  Another  table,  though  not  exactly 
-on  the  same  plan,  is  given  in  Hofmann's  edition  of 
Pritii  Introductio  in  lectionem  N.  T.  (Lipsiae,  1764, 
8va)  p.  486—496.  But  the  most  complete  and  the 
most  useful  table  of  this  kind  is  that,  which  was  pub* 
lisbed  by  Professor  Sextroh  at  Gottingen  in  1785, 
under  the  following  title,  '  Abriss  der  Geschichte  Jesu 
aus  den  Evangelien  Mattbaus,  Marcus,  Lucas,  und 
Johannes,'  that  is,  A  sketch  of  the  history  of  Christy 
from  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  St  Luke, 
and  St.  John. 

2.  Whoever  admits,  that  the  order  of  time  is  not 
observed  in  St.  Mark's  Gospel,  must  admit  the  same 
in  respect  to  St  Luke's  Gospel,  because  the  facts, 
which  are  common  to  both,  are  placed  in  general  in 
the  same  order. 

VOL.  HI.  PART  II.  E 
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3.  Our  author  here  confounds  chronological  arrange* 
ment  with  the  assignment  of  dates.  An  historian  may 
have  arranged  all  his  facts  according  to  the  order,  in 
which  they  succeeded .  each  other,  and  yet  never  have 
specified  either  the  day,  or  the  month,  or  the  year,  in 
which  any' one  of  them  happened :  as,  on  the  other 
hand,  an  historian  may  have  specified  the  dates  of  some 
*>f  his  facts,  and  yet  not  have  uniformly  preserved 
chronological  order  in  the  disposition  of  his  nar- 
rative. m 

4.  St.  Luke  has  precisely  determined  the  year,  in 
which  John  the  Baptist  began  to  preach,  but  be  has 
hot  expressly  mentioned  John's  age.  However  we  may 
infer  from  a  comparison  of  Luke  i.  36.  with  ch.  iii.  S3, 
that  John,  when  he  began  to  preach,  was  between 
thirty  and  thirty-one  years  of  age. 

5.  This  inference  our  author  probably  deduces  from 
the  following  facts.  First,  Zacbarias,  the  father  of 
John  the  Baptist,  was  a  priest  of  the  course  of  Abia 
(Luke  i.  5.)  Secondly,  Zacharias  was  in  the  execu- 
tion of  hi*  office  in  the  temple,  when  the  atiget 
Gabriel  appeared  to  him,  and  announced  that  his  wife 
Elisabeth  would  bear  him  a  son,  who  should  be  called 
John  (Luke  u  & — 13*}  Thirdly,  the  priests,  who 
served  in  the  temple,*  were  divided  by  David  (1  Chrou. 
xxiv.  3 — ly.)  into  four  and  twenty  classes,,  each  of 
which  served- in  its  Course,  and  the  eighth  was  that  of 
Abia  (ver.:  10.)  Now  the  Jewish  ecclesiastical  year 
began  with  the  hew  moon,1  which  was  nearest  to  the 
vernal  equinox,  and  consequently  their  fourth  eccle- 
siastical month,  or  Tammus,  corresponded  in  p&rt  to  our 
July*  But  whether  our  author's  inference;  that  the 
class  of  Abia  was  in  office  in  the  month  of  Tammus, 
19  valid  or  not,  depends  on  the  two  following  questions. 
Mow  many  days  did  each  class  serve- at  a  time  ?  And 
at  what  part  of  the  year  did  the  first  class  begin  its 
office  ?  If  we  divide  the  Jewish  year  into  four  and 
twenty  equal  parts,  and  suppose  that  each  class  served 
about  fourteen  days,  and  likewise  suppose  that  .the  first 
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class  iarne  info  office  at  the  beginning  of  the  eccle- 
siastical year,  or  on  the  first  of  Nisan,  the  class  of  Abia, 
which  was  the  eighth,  was  of  c6urse  in  office  in  the 
latter  half  of  the  foarth  month.  Both  of  these  suppo- 
sitions must  have  been  made  by  our  author;  otherwise 
I  do  not  see  in  what  manner  he  can  have  come  to  this 
conclusion.  But  though  no  mention  rs  made  in 
]  Chron.  xxiv.  of  the  duration  of  the  office  of  eac& 
class,  Josephus  expressly  declares,  (Aritiq.  Lib.  VII. 
c.  14.  §.7»)  that  according  to  the  institution  of  David, 
each  class  served  only  one  week  at  a  time :  &a-a&  re  * 

fuav  vrarpiav  ScaicovaffOcu  rip  Qeip  im  tipepaig  otcr<o,  airo  <ra€- 

Gars  twt  <raS6arov.  And  a  few  lines  afterwards  he  adds* 
that  the  arrangement  made  by  David  was  still  retained 
at  that  very  day  :  km  Su/nuvtv  *roc  o  pEpurfioc  «XPe  **te 
tryupov  vfitpa?.  But  if  each  of  the  four  and  twenty 
classes  served  only  one  week  at  a  time,  each  of  them 
mast  have  served  twice  in  the  year.  However  certain 
therefore  we  might  be  as  to  the  month,  when  the  first 
class  went  into  ofpee,  it  must  be  wholly  impossible  to 
determine  the  month,  in  which  Zacbarias  had  the 
vision  in  the  temple,  because  we  have  no  data  what- 
soever, by  .which  we  can  determine,  whether  his  turn  at 
that  time  was  the  first  or  the  second  in  the  year.  All 
that  we  can  affirm  with  certainty  is,  that  it  was  either 
in  the  eighth  or  in  the  thirty-second  week,  but  which 
of  die  two  must  remain  undecided. 

6.  Toinard,  in  bis  Harmony,  p.  2.  has  calculated 
the  very  day,  and  fixed  it  on  the  31st  of  August 
Mr.  Mann,  in  his  Essay  entitled,  *  Of  the  true  years 
of  the  birth  and  death  of  Christ,  London,  1733,  8vo.' 
has  likewise  calculated  the  day,  on  which  Zacbarias  re- 
turned to  his  wife  Elisabeth :  but  his  calculation  is 
very  different,  for  be  has  fixed  (p.  83.)  on  the  29th  of 
December.  That  these  calculations  differ  so  widely 
from  each  other  is  not  at  all  extraordinary,  when  we 
consider  the  uncertainty  of  the  data.  Dr.  Korner 
therefore  in  a  short  treatise  published  at  Leipzig  in 
1778,  entitled,  De  die  natili  Servatorb,  very  properly 

£8 
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concludes,  that  all  attempts  to  discover  the  real  day,  an 
which  Christ  was  born,  must  be  fruitless. 

7«  That  John  the  Baptist  was  born  in  May,  and 
consequently  that  Christ,  who  was  nearly  six  months 
younger,  (Luke  i.  36/)  was  born  about  the  month  of 
October,  is  an  assertion,  the  truth  of  which  depends 
on  our  author's  preceding  calculation.  But  that  this 
calculation  is  inaccurate  has  been  already  shewn  in 
Note  5-  Lardner  allows  ft  greater  latitude,  and  says-, 
'  it  is  not  improbable  that  Jesus  might  be  bom  some 
time  between  the  middle  of  August  and  the  middle  of 
November/  Credibility,  &c  P.  I.  B.  it  cb.  3.  Vol.  L 
p.  533.  ed.  1788. 

8.  The  members  of  the  G  reek  church  fixed  on  the 
eighth  of  the  Ides  of  January,  that  is,  Jan.  6.  for  the 
celebration  of  Christ's  birth,  on  which  day  they  sup* 
posed,  that  he  was  born.    Thus  Epiphanius,  Heres. 

LiL  cap.  24.  says,  rcvvqOcvroc  yap  avru  wept  rov  lavsaptow 
jtriva,  +8Tt*i  wpo  o/crm  Ei&uv  lavsapiwv,  *c.  r.  X.  and  cap.  27* 
tfiro  ttjc  tW  ytveOXititv  avru  tytcpctf ,  rsreecv  Eiri^avcwv,  ^nc 

tvyyavH  went  lavsapia  fuivoc,  *.  r.  X.  Here  it  may  be 
observed  that  Epiphanius  is  not  singular  in  calling  the 
birth  of  Christ  Einfavia  ;  for  most  of  the  Greek  fathers 
used  the  term  Emfavia  and  Ocofavia  to  denote  the 
birth  of  Christ,  though  Epipbauia  afterwards  acquired 
a  different  sense.  See  the  authorities  quoted  in  Suiceri 
Thesaurus,  Tom.  I.  p.  1198 — 2000*  The  members 
of  the  Latin  church  on  the  contrary  fixed,  not  on 
the  eighth  of  the  ldesy  but  on  the  eighth  of  the  Kalends 
of  January,  that  is,  on  December  25,  for  the  cele- 
bration of  Christ's  birth,  because  they  believed  that  he 
was  really  born  on  that  day,  as  Augustin  says,  (De 
Trinit.  Lib.  IV.  cap.  5;  T.  VIII.  p.  578.  ed.  BeaetL 
Antwerp.)  Natus  traditur  octavo  Kalendas  Januarias, 
and  a  few  lines  before,  Octavo  Kalendas  Aprilis  co&- 
ceptus  creditur.  This  belief  appears  to  have  been 
grounded  on  the  following,  though  erroneous  calcula- 
tion. Zacharias,  the  father  of  John  the  Baptist,  who 
is  represented  by  St.  Luke,  cb.  L  11.  as  being  at  the 
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qkar  of  incense,  when  the  angel  appeared  to  him,  was 
supposed  to  be  high  priest,  and  to  have  been  offering 
iucense  in  the  Sanctum  sanctorum  on  the  great  day  of 
atonement,  which  was  on  the  tenth  day  of  the  seventh 
month.     See  Leviticus  xvi.  29 — 34.      The   seventh 
month  or  Tisri,  corresponded  partly  to  our  September, 
partly  to  our  October ;  and  the  tenth  of  Tisri  was  sup- 
posed, by  the  Latin  church,  to  correspond  to  Sep* 
tember  23.    They  imagined  therefore  that  Zacharias 
leturned  to  Elisabeth  on  September  24  :  and  therefore 
the  festival  called  Conceptio  Johannis  Baptists  was  fixed 
on  September  24,  at  which  day  this  festival  is  still 
Doted  in  the  calendars  of  the  church  of  Home,     Ac- 
cordingly the  festival   of  Johns  birth  was  fixed  oa 
June  24,  which  is  nine  months  later :  and  on  this  day 
we  still  celebrate  the  festival  of  John  the  Baptist.    And 
as  Christ  was  bom  about  six  months  after  John  the 
Baptist,  they  fixed  on  March  25  for  the  annunciation 
of  the  Virgin  Mary,  and  on  December  25  for  the  birth 
of  Christ*  which  is  12  days  earlier  than  according  to 
the  calculation  of  the  Greek  church;    a  difference, 
which  arose  probably  from  no  other  cause,  than  a  dif- 
ference in  adapting  the  -  tenth  of  Tisri  to  the  Roman 
calendar. 

Now  if  Augustin,  as  appears  from  the  preceding 
quotation,  and  other  members  of  the  Latin  church 
at  the  end  of  the  fourth  century  believed  that  Christ 
was  really  born  on  December  25,  we  must  conclude 
that  it  was  this  belief,  which  induced  them  to  fix  on 
December  25  for  the  celebration  of  Christ's  birth  :  and 
that  they  did  not  fix  on  that  day  merely  in  imitation  of 
the  festival  called  Nati vitas  (or  rather  Natalis)  Invicti* 
Besides,  the  festival  called  Natalis  Invicti  was  not  in- 
troduced into  the  Romqn  calendar  before  the  year  351. 
In  the  old  Roman  calendar  the  Ides  of  June  were  sacrert 
Jovi  In  vie  to:  but  neither  on  December  25,  nor  oa 
any  other  day  of  the  whole  year  was  there  a  festival 
called  Natalis  Invicti.  The  earliest  calendar,  in  which 
this  festival  appears,  is  that  which  is  printed  in  Gnevii 
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Thesaurus   Antiq.  Rom.  Tom.   VIII.   p.  97— IOSU 
under  the  title,  Kalendarium  Romanum,  sub   Impe- 
ratore  Constantio,  Imper.  Constantini  Magni  filio,  circa 
annum  Christi  cccliv  compositum,  et  Valentino  cui- 
dam  dedicatum.     In  this  calendar,  at  the  eighth  of  the 
Ides  of  January,  is  marked  Natalis' Invicti:  on  which* 
Lambecius  in  his  Notes  to  this  calendar,  p.  112,  says, 
c  Per  Natalem  Invicti  significatur  dies,  quo  Imperator 
Const  ant  ius,  Vetranione  VIII.  Kal.  Januar.  A.  C.  351. 
deposito,  Invictus  appellatus  est   Qua  de  re  vide  Idatii 
Fastos  Consulares  anno  eras  Hispanic©  389*    But  if 
the  festival  called  Natalis  Invicti  was  not  introduced 
into  the  Roman  calendar  before  the  year  35 1 ,  it  could 
riot  have  given  rise  to  the  celebration  of  Christ's  birth 
On  December  25,  unless  we  take  for  granted  that  the 
Latin  church  did  not  fix  on  this  day  before  the  latter 
half  of  the  fourth  century.     Now  had  this  been  thb 
case,  August  in,  who  was  born  in  the  year  355,  must 
have  known  both  at  what  time  this-  Christian  festival 
was  fixed  at  December  25  in  the  Latin  church,  and 
likewise  the  cause  of  its  being  fixed  at  that  day.     But 
if  Augustin  knew  that  the  Natalis  Christi  was  fixed  at 
December  25,  merely  in  imitation  of  the  Natalis  In- 
victi,  he  could   not  have  imagined  that  Christ  was 
realty  born  on  that  day.     On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
reason  why  December  25  was  chosen  for  the  celebration 
of  Christ's  birth,  was  unknown  to  Augustin,  and   he 
imagined,  as  many  persons  do  at  present,  that  Christ 
was  really  born  on  December  25,  merely  because  his 
birth  was  celebrated  on  that  day,  it  necessarily  follows, 
that  December  25    was  chosen  before  the  age,   in 
which  Augustin  himself  lived,  and  consequently  at  a 
time,  when  the  festival  called  Natalis  Invicti  did  not 
exist  in  the  Roman  calendar.     Whether  we  suppose 
therefore  that  the  day  was  chosen  before,  or  whether 
we  suppose  that  it  was  chosen  after  the  middle  of  the 
fourth  century,  the  inference  will  be  the  same.      But 
there  is  hardly  a  doubt,  that  it  was -chosen  before  the 
middle  of  the  fourth  century;  for  Chrysostom,  who  was  u 
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contemporary  of  Augustin,  is  so  far  from  representing, 
the  time  of  the  celebration  of  Christ's  birth  in  the 
Latin  church  as  lately  introduced,  that  og  the  coa* 
trary  he  sqys  in  his  JHomily  . '  De  Natali  Christi/ .  that 
the  day  of  Christ's  birth  was  known  in  the  Westerq, 
or  Latin  church  from  the  very  beginning  (napa  /uv  tqiq 

my  Ecnr^pav  oucaatv  avuQtv  yvu>pi^o/nevfj)  :  for  which  reason 

h$  preferred  the  day  adopted  by  the  Latin  church  4o 
that  which  was  adopted  by  the  Greek  fhurch,  and 
supposed  that  Jap..  6.  was  not  the  day,  on  which  Christ. 
was  born,  but  the  day,  on  which  he  was  baptized  in; 
the  Jordan  by  John  the  Baptist  «  See  the  passages 
quoted  in  Bingham's  Origines  Ecclesiastic®,  B.  XX. 
ch.  iv.  sect.  2.  and  Suiceri  Thesaurus,  Tom.  I. 
p»  1200,  1201.  The  notion  therefore  that  the  festival, 
called.  Natal  is  Invicti  gave  rise  to  the  celebration  of 
Christ's  birth  on  December  25,  is  devoid  of  foundation. 
It  is  moreover  a  modern  opinion,  for  none  of  the 
ancient  fathers  have  given  the  least  hint  of  it.  It 
was  first  hazarded  as  a  conjecture  by  John,  metropolitan 
of  Nicsea,  (who  is  supposed  to  have  lived  about  the 
tenth  century)  in  his  treatise,  '  De  Nativitate  Domini,', 
published  by  Combes  is  in  the  second  Volume  of  hit^ 
Auctarium  bibliothecse  Patrum  Graecorum;  in  the 
last .  century  it  was  revised  and  defended  by  Hardouin 
and  Petau :  and  in  the  present  century  it  was  brought 
into  qnore  general  circulation,  principally  by  a  disser- 
tation published  by  professor  Bamberger  at  Gottingen 
in  1751,  entitled,  '  Rhus,  quos  Romana  ecclesia  a 
majoribus  suis  gentilibus  in  sua  sacra  transtulit/  Much 
ingenuity  has  certainly  been  displayed  in  support  of 
this  opinion ;  Natalis  Invicti  has  been  taken  in  the- 
sense  of  Natalis.  Softs  Invicti,  because  December  25,  is. 
about  tbe  time. of  the  winter  solstice,  when  the  days 
begin. ta  lengthen,  and  the  sun,  as  it  were,  receives  a 
new  birth  :  and  as  Christ  was  called  the  Sun  of  Righ- 
teousness, tbe  analogy  between  the  birth  of  the  Sun  and 
the  birth,  of  Christ  has  been  supposed  to  have  presented  . 
itself  to  the  primitive  Christians.    No  man  has  dressed 
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this  notion  in  more  fanciful  array  than  Dppuis  in  his 
Origine  de  tous  les  Cultes,  Tom.  V.  p.  114 — 139* 
the  object  of  which  work  is  to  derive  all  religions  from 
the  twelve  signs  of  the  zodiac  But  Natalis  Invicti,  at 
its  first  introduction  into  the  Roman  calendar  in  the 
year  351,  was  so  far  from  denoting  the  birth  of  the 
invincible  sun,  that  it  denoted  figuratively  the  birth  of 
the  invincible  Constantius  son  of  Constantino  the 
Great,  as  appears  from  the  Note  of  Lambccius 
already  quoted.  Consequently  even  if  it  be  true, 
that  the  term  was  afterwards  applied  to  the  sun, 
though  the  epithet  *  jnvictus/  which  is  given  to 
heroes,  and  to  Jupiter  and  Mars  among  the  Gods,  is 
not  very  suitable  to  Phoebus  or  Apollo/ yet  no  inference 
can  be  drawn  from  an  application  of  the  Roman  ca- 
lendar made  at  a  tiipe,  when  the  Latin  church  had 
already  determined  the  day  of  the  celebration  of  Christ's 
birth, 

page  38. 
9.  St.  John  says,  First  in  ch.  ii.  13.  Km  fyyvc  w  rt> 

iraaya  rwv  IsSaunv,  Kai  «vc€rj  «c  Icpo<roXv/ift  o  If|<rec-   Se- 
condly, in  ch.  V.  1.  fxtra  ravra  tjv  toprq  rwv  la&mov,    icai 

ave&i  o  Ii}<roc  «c  Icpo<roXv/io :  Thirdly  in  ch.  vi.  4.  nv  & 

cyyvc  to  Traayai  if  coprt)  rwv  ItsSawv  :   Fourthly  in  ch.  xi. 
55m  yv  Se  cyyvc  to  iratry^a  rwv  IgSatttvw      On  these  fouf 

passages  is  grounded  the  opinion ,  that  between  the 
baptism  and  death  of  Christ  four  different  passovers 
intervened,  and  consequently  that  Christ's  ministry 
lasted  something  more  than  three  years.  Hence  all 
that  St.  John  relates  before  ch.  ii.  13.  is  supposed  to 
have  happened  before  the  first  passover:  all  that  he 
relates  between  ch.  ii.  13.  and  ch.  v.  1.  is  supposed  to 
have  happened  either  at,  or  after  the  first,  and  before 
the  second  passover:  all  that  he  relates  between  eh.  v.  1. 
and  ch.  vi.  4.  is  supposed  to  have  happened  either  at 
or  after  the  second,  and  before  the  third  passover  :  and 
all  that  he  relates  after  ch.  vi.  4.  is  supposed  to  have 
happened  partly  about  the  time  of  the  third  passover, 
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and  partly  in  the  year,  which  elapsed  between  the  third 
and  the  last  passover:  for  the  passover  mentioned 
ch.  xi.  55.  is  that  at  which  Christ  was  crucified. 

On  the  other  hand,  not  one  of  the  three  Evangelists, 
St  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St.  Luke,  has  taken  notice 
of«  any  passover  between  the  baptism  of*  Christ,  and 
the  passover  at  which  be  suffered.  Neither  the  word 
raaym,  nor  even  the  word  eopri?,  which  might  be  con- 
strued into .  iraaya,  occur  in  the  Gospels  of  St  Mat- 
thew and  St  .Mark  before  the  description  of  the  pass* 
over,  at  which  Christ  was  crucified  :  and  in  the  Gospel 
of  St  Luke  likewise  neither  of  these  words  occurs  before 
ch.  xxii.  except  in  ch.  ii.  41,  42.  which  however  re- 
lates, not  to  any  part  of  Christ's  ministry,  but  to  th$ 
passover,  which  he  attended  with  Joseph  and  Mary, 
when  he  was  only  twelve  years  of  age.  Further,  St, 
Matthew,  St  Mark,  and  St  Luke,  from  the  place, 
where  they  describe  Christ's  return  to  Galilee  after  his 
baptism  (Matth.  iv.  12.  Mark  i.  14.  Lqke  iv.  14.) 
to  the  end  of  their  Gospels,  make  no  mention  what- 
soever of  any  journey  from  Galilee  to  Jerusalem,  ex-* 
cept  the  journey  which  Christ  took  to  celebrate  the 
passover,  at  which  he  was  crucified.  If  therefore  we 
had  no  other  Gospels,  than  those  of  St  Matthew,  St 
Mark,  and  St.  Luke,  we  should  conclude,  that  no 
passover  intervened  between  the  baptism  of  Christ  and 
the  passover  at  which  be  suffered.  The  anqiepts  like- 
wise were  decidedly  of  opinion,  that  all  the  transactions 
relative  to  Christ's  ministry,  which  are  recorded  by 
St  Matthew  and  St  Mark,  and  St  Luke,  happened 
within  the  space  of  one  year*  £usebius  (Hist  Eccles. 
Ub.  III.  cap.  24.)  speaking   of    St  John's  Gospel, 

says,  r*c  aXAtsc  yw  tqeiq  EvayycXirac  avvi&tv  jrapeci,  /40v* 
ret  para  rnv  «v  ry  Sco'fiwrijpiy  Iwavys  rs  Banrceg  KvOupfy* 
t+  cvo  tviavrov  wtirpayptva  rtf  awrript  avyy^ypa^or^g.  And 

Jeroiu  in  his  Catalogue  of  Ecclesiastical  Writers  (Tom. 
IV.  p.  II.  p.  105.  ed.  Martianay)  speaking  of  St,  John, 
says,  *  Ali am  causam  hujus  scriptures  feront ;  quod, 
quum  legisset  Matthtti,  Marci,  et  Lucre,   volumiiuu 
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probaverit  quidem  textunv  historic,  et  vera  eostlixisse 
firmaverit,  sed  unius  tantum  aimi9  in  quo  et  passus  est, 
post  carcerein  Johannis,  bistoriam  texuisse. 

"To  reconcile  this  apparent  difference  between  the 
duration  of  Christ's  ministry,  as  represented  by  St,  John 
on  the  one  hand/  and  by  St.  Matthew,  St  Mark,  and 
St,  Luke  on'  the  other,  the  ancients  (namely,  they 
wh6  perceived  the  difference,  for  all  of  them  did  not) 
had  recourse  to  the  following  explanation.  St.  Mat- 
thew in  ch.  iv.  IS,  and  St.  Mark  in  ch.  i.  14.  where 
they  relate  Christ's  return  to  Galilee  after  his  baptism, 
say  at  the  same  time,  that  John  the  Baptist,  before 
Christ's  return,  was  cast  into  prison,  which  was  pro* 
bably  the  reason,  why  Christ  quitted  the  eastern  bank 
of  the  Jordan,  and  the  vicinity  of  Mach&rus,  the~for« 
tress  in  which  John  was  imprisoned  by  order  of  Herod, 
us  Herod  himself  was  then  in  that  neighbourhood  with 
his  army.  St  Luke  also,  though  not  in  chap,  iv.  14? 
yet  in  chap.  iii.  19*  mentions  John's  imprisonment  It 
is  true,  that  not  one  of  these  three  Evangelists  has 
mentioned  any  thing  relative  to  Christ  between  bis 
Baptism  and  his  return  to  Galilee  (Matth.  iv.  \% 
Mark  i.  14.  Luke  iv.  14.)  except  his  temptation. 
But  John  the  Evangelist  has  recorded  many  transactions 
of  Christ  which  took  place  after  his  baptism,  and 
before  John  the  Baptist  was  imprisoned :  for  he  expressly 

Says,  in  ch.  iii.  24.  »irw  yap  r\v  /3e€Xt)/u€OVOC  sic  rw  ^vXajcifv 

o  IoawTK,  and  in  ch.  iv.  1.  he  likewise  speaks  of  John 
the  Baptist  as  still  baptizing.  Consequently  all  the 
transactions  of  Christ,  which  are  recorded  in  St  John's 
Gospel  between  ch.  i.  £9*  and  ch.  iv.  1,  are  repre- 
sented as  having  taken  place  in  the  interval,  which 
elapsed  between  Christ's  baptism,  and  the  imprison* 
ment  of  John  the  Baptist;  and  duittig  this  interval 
the  first  passover  must  have  taken  place,  for  the  first 
passover  is  mentioned  in  ch.  ii.  13.  Further,  the 
passover,  which  preceded  that,  at  which  Christ  was 
crucified,  is  mentioned  in  ch.  vi.  4. :  and  therefore  all 
the  transactions,  which  St  John  has  related  after  this 
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passover,  that  is,  from  ch.  vii.  1.  to  the  end  of  his 
Gospel,  are  represented  as  having  taken  place  in  the* 
last  year  of  Christ's  life.  And  since  he  has  no  where' 
related  the  imprisonment  of  John  the  Baptist,  bis 
Gospel  presents  no  obstacles  to  the  supposition,  not 
only  that  all  the  events  recorded  before  ch.hr.  1.  but 
that  all  the  events  likewise  which  are  recorded  before 
cb.  vii.  1.  happened  before  the  imprisonment  of  John 
the  Baptist.  But  St.  Matthew,  ch.  iv.  IS.  St  Mark, 
ch.  i.  14.  and  St.  Luke,  ch.  iv.  14.  begin  their  account 
of  Christ's  miracles  after  John  the  Baptist's  imprison*' 
mont,  as  these  three  Evangelists  themselves  expressly ' 
declare.  The  six  first  chapters  therefore  of  St.  John's 
Gospel  may  be .  considered  as  relating  to  a  period  of 
Christ's  ministry,  which  preceded  that/  with  which  St 
Matthew,  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  began  their  account 
of  Christ's  miracles :  and  iris  in  these  six  chapters  that 
all  the  passovers  are  mentioned  except  the  last. '  In  this 
manner  the  ancients  appear  to  have  reasoned,  and  thus* 
they  reconciled  the  duration  of  Christ's  ministry  as 
represented  by  St.  John  on  the  one  hand,  and  by  St. 
Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St.  Luke  on  the  other,  by 
supposing  that  St  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St.  Luke 
recorded  only  the  transactions  of  the  last  year,  but  that 
St.  John  recorded  the  transactions  of  the  preceding  part 
of  Christ's  ministry.  Eusebius,  a  few  lines  after  the 
passage  above  quoted,  says,  hkbv  o  ptv  Iwawqc  rp  r*  kot 

avrov  cvayytXis  ypa</>p  ra  /iqScira*  r*  Bairrt?8  etc  <l>v\atr)* 
/3*6Ai7fiei>8  irpoc  rg  X{h?b  wpayQtvra  jrapaSiSaxxiv*  oi  &  Xourot 
tjmuc  Eimyyt  Aieat  ra  fisra  ri\v  uq  to  S&r/iearqptov  Kafkipfyv  t» 

Bairri?8  /ivtipovevs*!.  And  Jerom,  immediately  alter  t(ie 
passage  above  quoted,  adds :  Praetermisso  itaque  anno, 
cujus  acta  a  tribus  exposita  fuerant*  su periods  tern*- 
poris  antequam  Johannes  ciauderetur  in  carcerem,  gesta 
narravit,  sicut  manifestum  esse  poterit  his,  qui  dili- 
genter  quatuor  Evangeliorum  volumina  legerint;  Qua 
res.  etiam  Stafwviav,  quae  videtur  Joannis  esse  cum, 
cseteris,  tollit 
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But  the  modern  harmonists  have  adopted  very  dif- 
ferent principles,  and  have  interwoven  the  Gospels  of 
St.  Matthew,  St  Mark,  and  St.  Luke  with  that  of  St. 
John  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  it.     In  general 
they  have  accommodated  the  transactions  recorded  by 
the  three  former  to  the  feasts  of  the  passover  men- 
tioned in  the  latter:  and  have  inserted  in  their  har- 
monies some  of  the  transactions  before  the  first  pass- 
over,  others  between  the  first  and  the  second  passover, 
and  so  on,  according  as  in  the  opinion  of  each  har- 
monist, these  or  those  transactions  belonged  to  this 
or  that  period  of  Christ's  ministry.     Different  harmo- 
nists however  not  only  make  different  insertions  in 
the  game  interval,  but  differ  likewise  in  respect  to  the 
intervals  themselves.     The  common  opinion  is,   that 
St.  John  has  mentioned  four  different  passovers,  namely, 
in  ch.  ii.  13.  v.  I.  vi.  14.  and  xi.  55.  as  already  stated 
at  the  beginning  of  this  note,  and  consequently  that 
Christ's  ministry  lasted  between  three  and  four  years. 
But  in  ch.  v.  1.    St.  John    has  not  used   the  term 
Travya>  though  he  has  used  it  in  the  three  other  places, 
for  he  says  only  in  general  terms  coprti  rtov  IsSatw :  and 
though  coprti  is  here  commonly  understood  as  denoting 
the  grand  festival,  or  the  passover,  yet  some  commen- 
tators, and  not  without  reason,  call  this  interpretation 
in  question,  and  suppose  that  topry  here  denotes  some 
other  festival,  since,  if  it  denoted  the  passover,  the  short 
compass. of   ch.  v.  l.-*-vi.  4.   must  have  included  a 
whole  year.     It  is  true  that  several  Greek  MSS.  (but 
not  the  common  printed  text)  have  y  copriy  with  the 
article,  as  if  the  grand  festival  of  the  passover.  was 
meant  kut  cgo^y :  but  Griesbach  in  his  note  to  John 
v.  1.  says  that  the  quotation  of  Origen  exactly  agrees 
with  our  common  text,  which  is  a  strong  argument  in 
favour  of  its  authenticity.      The  article   is  likewise 
omitted  in  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  Codex  Vaticanus, 
Codex  Bezffi,  and  many  other,,  indeed  most  of  the  Greek 
MSS.  Some  few  harmonists  therefore,  in  the  number  of 
whom  is  Bengel,  assume  only  three  passovers.    Others 
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again,  of  whom  Macknight  is  one,  instead  of  dimi- 
nishing, have  augmented  the  number  to  five,  the  rea- 
son of  which  I  have  not  been  able  to  discover,  unless 
the  term  ropr*,  used  in  John  vii.  2.  though  St.  John 
has  expressly  explained  it  by  oKrwoirhyia,  gave  rise  to 
the  conjecture.  As  these  harmonists,  whether  they 
assume  three,  four,  or  five  passovers  accommodate  the 
Gospels  of  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St.  Luke  to 
that  of  St  John,  and  extend  the  transactions  of  Christ's 
ministry  recorded  by  the  three  first  Evangelists  to  nearly 
two,  or  to  nearly  three,  or  to  nearly  four  years,  ac- 
cording to  the  number  of  passovers,  which  they  sup- 
posed to  be  mentioned  in  St.  John's  Gospel,  so  there 
are  other  harmonists,  who  accommodate  the  Gospel  of 
St.  John  to  those  of  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St. 
Luke,  and  adopting  the  opinion  of  the  ancients,  that 
our  three  first  Gospels  contain  the  transactions  of  only 
one  year,  endeavour,  as  Dr.  Priestley  has  done  in  his 
1  Harmony  of  the  Evangelists,'  to  confine  that  of  St. 
John  within  the  same  compass.  To  effect  this  pur- 
pose, they  find  it  necessary  to  reduce  the  passovers 
mentioned  in  St  John's  Gospel  to  two.  We  have 
already  seen,  that  St  John  himself  has  expressly  men- 
tioned only  three:  consequently  the  passover,  which 
is  really  mentioned  by  name  in  ch.  vu  4.  presents  the 
only  obstacle  to  the  opinion,  that  no  more  than  two 
passovers  occur  in  St  John's  Gospel,  the  one  in  ch. 
ii  13.  which  happened  soon  after  Christ's  baptism,  the 
other  in  ch.  xi.  55.  which  was  the  passover  at  which 
Christ  was  crucified.  This  obstacle  however  is  not 
an  immaterial  one :  for  St  John  expressly  says  in  ch. 

vi.  4.  ipr  &  tyyvv  to  yraoya,  n  toprti  tuv  IsSatoiv,    and  the 

word  vaaya  is  omitted  in  no  Greek  manuscript  now 
extant,  and  in  no  ancient  version.  But  Gerard  Vossius, 
in  the  second  dissertation  of  his  work,  entitled  '  Dis- 
sertatio  gemina :  una  de  Jesu  Christi  genealogia :  altera, 
<le  annis,  quibus  natus,  baptizatus,  mortuus,  published 
at  Amsterdam  in  1643,  conjectured  that  iratrya  was  an 
interpolation,  and  that  copm  was  used  by  St  John  in 
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ch.  vi.  4.  as  well  as  in  ch.  v.  1.  to  denote,  not*  tbt 
passover,  but  some  other  Jewish  festival.     The  same 
conjecture  is  made  by  Mr.  Mann,  ia  his  '  True  jears 
of  the  birth  and  deatji  of  Christ/  p.  l6l.  and*  by  Dr. 
Priestley  in  his  '  Observations  on  the  Harmony  of  the 
Evangelists/  p.  43.     Bishop  Pearce  supposes  that  the 
whole  verse  is  an  interpolation :  for  in   his  note  to 
John  vi.  4.  in  his  Commentary  on  the  four  Evange- 
lists, he  says,  '  There  does  not  seem  to  be  any  reason 
for  the  Evangelist's  inserting  this  verse,  nothing  in  this 
chapter  having  any  relation  to  the  feast  of  the  passover 
or  to  any  other  of  the  Jewish  feasts.     G.  J.  Vossius, 
and  Mr.  Mann  are  of  opinion  that  the  word  vaaya.  is 
tan  interpolation :  and  I  think  that  the  whole  verse  is  so, 
because  in  cb.  v.  1 .  mention  is  made  of  a  feast;  (pro- 
bably the  feast  of  Pentecost,)  and  in  ch.  vii.  2.  of  the 
feast  of  tabernacles,  between  which  two  no  feasts  ap- 
pointed by  the  law  of  Moses  intervened/     By  this 
argument  Bishop  Pearce  has  really  given  great  weight 
to  his  conjecture :  and  if  any  conjecture  is  here  allow* 
able,  which  I  must  leave  undetermined,  it  is  certainly 
preferable  to  the  conjecture,  that  vaoyu  alone  is  an 
interpolation.     Besides  the  onjission  of  ver.  4.  does  no 
injury  to  the  connexion :  for  ver.  3.  and  5.  are  as  well 
connected  with  each  other,  as  ver.  4.  is  with  either  of 
them. 

On  these  points  rests  the  grand  question,  which  has 
given  rise  to  so  much  controversy,  the  .'  Duration  of 
Christ's  ministry/  An  examination  of  all  the  argu* 
fnents,  which  various  writers  have  used  in  support  of 
their  respective  opinions,  would  require  a  volume  for 
this  article  alone :  and  therefore  I  can  only  mention 
the  various  opinions,  which  have  prevailed  on  this  sub- 
ject^ with  the  principal  authors,  who  have  written  on 
it  During  the  three  first  centuries  the  common  opi- 
nion was,  that  Christ's  ministry  lasted  only  one  year, 
or. at  the  outside  a  year  and  a  few  months.  Clement 
of  Alexandria  expressly  confines  it  to  one  year,  <  which 
be  calls  the  acceptable  year  of  the  ,  Lord,  described  by 
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the  prophet  (Isaiah  lxi.  2.)  and  in  the  Gospel.     His 

words  are;  Hv  &  Iwwc.  cpx°/ucv°C  cire  to  f$airnaf*a  «c  «•«* 
A*  jcim  oti  cviavrov  fiovov  t$u  avrov  fcijpv£at,  Kai  tsto  -ytypenr- 
rat  erwc*  Evtavrov  8cjtrov  Kvpis  jcifpv£at  aurcstAev  jtcc'  r«rro 
icac  o  irpo^irrijc  cum,  icac  to  EvayyeXtoy.     Stromat.  Lib.  L 

p.  407.  cd.  Potter.  According  to  Origen,  Christ's 
ministry  lasted  a.  year  and  a  few  months,  for  be  says/ 

tviavTQvyap  W8,  Kai  fiqvac  oXiysq,  €$i£a£cv.     De  Principiid, 

Lib.  IV.  cap.  5,  Tom.  I., p.  160,  ed.  Debarue.    Ter- 
tullian  says,  (adv.  Judeeos,  cap.  8.)     '  Hujus  quinto- 
decimo  anno  imperii  passus  est  Christus,  annos  habens 
quasi  triginta  cum  pateretur/    Consequently  Tertullian 
supposed  that  Christ's  ministry  did   not  exceed  one 
year.    Julius  Africanus  and  Lactantius  were  likewise 
of  the  same  opinion.     Irenssus  indeed!  who  lived  in 
the  second  century,  makes  an  exception  to  the  rule : 
but  his  opinion  oh  this  subject  was  so  absurd,  that  it 
is  hardly  worth  mentioning.    For  in  zeal  against  the 
Gnostics,  who  as  well  as  the  fathers  of  the  three  first 
centuries,  believed  that  Christ's  ministry  lasted  about 
a  year,  he  goes  so  far  as  to  extend  it  to  nearly  twenty 
years:  in  proof  of  which  he  appeals  to  John  viii.  57. 
where  certain  Jews  say  to  Christ,  '  Thou  art  not  yet 
fifty  years  old,  and  hast  thou  seen  Abraham  r'     Hence 
Irenasus  argues,  that  Christ  was  really  not  far  from 
fifty  at  that  time,  and  consequently  that  nearly  twenty 
years  had  elapsed  from  the  time  of  his  baptism.    Ire- 
naeus  adv.  Hsereses,  Lib.  II.  cap.  22.  §  6,  p*  148.-ed. 
MassueU    Further,  in  the  second  epistle  ascribed  to 
Clement  of  Rome,  a  writer  of  the  first  century,  Christ's 
ministry  is  extended  to  more  than  a  year,  and  fixed, 
agreeably  to  the  opinion,  which  now  prevails  at  three 
years:  but  all  critics  are  at  present  agreed  that  the 
second  Epistle,  ascribed  to  Clement  of  Rome,  is  a 
forgery  of  a  later  age:  consequently  it  exhibits  not 
the  common  opinion  of  the  first  century,  but  the  opi- 
nion, which  prevailed  at  the  time,   when  the  epistle 
was  fabricated.    The  earliest  genuine  work .  now  ex- 
tant, in  which  Christ's  ministry  is  extended  to  three, 

1 


64  NOTES   TO  CHAP.  II.  SECT.  VI  tt 

or  even  to  two  years,  in  the  Ecclesiastical  History  of 
Eusebius,  who  lived  in  the  former  part  of  the  fourth 
century.  We  have  already  seen  that  in  the  opinion 
of  Eusebios  the  transactions  of  Christ's  ministry  re- 
corded by  St  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St.  Luke;  were 
confined  within  the  compass  of  one  year :  yet  he  sup- 
posed that  the  whole  ministry,  namely,  the  whole  time, 
which  elapsed  from  the  baptism  to  the  death  of  Christ, 
lasted  more  than  three,  but  not  quite  four  years.     His 

words  are,  #\  oXoc  o  fitra^v  rerpatrri$  trapi^arai  ^povoc* 

Hist.  Eccles.  Lib.  I.  cap.  9-      This  inference  he  de- 
duces from  what  is  said  in  Luke  iii.  2.  that  Annas  and 
Caiaphas  were  High  Priests,  when  John  the  Baptist 
began  to   preach,  and  from  what  is  said  in  Mattb. 
xxvi.  3.  John  xviii.  24.  that  Caiaphas  was  High  Priest 
when  Christ  was  cruciBed,  compared  with  the  accounts 
of  Josephus  relative  to  the  succession  of  High  PriesU 
*t  that  time:  an  inference  however,  which  the  pre* 
mises  assumed  by  Eusebius  do  not  warrant,  as  appears 
from  the  Notes  of  Valesius  to  this  chapter.    Eusebius 
further  adds,  that  his  calculation  does  hot  disagree 
.with  the  accounts  of  the  Gospel,  by  which  he  most 
v  mean  the  Gospel  of  St.  John,  in  reference  to  the  pass* 
overs,  which  are  there  mentioned.    Jerom,  who*  wrote 
in  the  latter  part  of  the  fourth  century,  and,  as  well  as 
Eusebius,  was  of  opinion,  that  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark, 
and  St.  Luke,  recorded  the  transactions  of  only  one 
year  of  Christ's  ministry,  believed  also  with  Eusebius 
that  the  whole  ministry  lasted  more  than  one  year, 
as  may  be  inferred  from  the  passage  above  quoted, 
*  prsetermisso  itaque  anno,  cujus  acta  a  tribus  exposita 
fuerant,  superioris  tern  pons/  &c.     But  the  indefinite 
term  *  su  peri  us  tempus,'  leaves  it  undecided,  whether 
Jerom  believed  that  Christ's  ministry  lasted  three,  or 
only  two  years.     In  fact,  Jerom  appears  to  have  had 
no  determinate  opinion  on  this  subject,  for  in  another 
place  (Comment  in  Isaiam.  ch,  Ixi.  Tom.  III.  p.  456. 
ed.  Martiana)  commenting  on   4  the  acceptable  year 
of  the  Lord/  Isaiah  lxi.  2.  he  speaks  as  if  the  whole 
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ministry  of  Christ  was  confined  to  one  year.  Annum 
autetn  acceptabilem  et  diem  retributionis  omne  praedica- 
tionis  ejus,  quo  in  came  versatus  est,  tempus  intellige. 
Epiphanius,  a'  contemporary  of  Jerom  says,  (Haeres. 
LI.  cap.  23.)  that  Christ  was  crucified  m  his  thirty- 
third  year,  cv  ry  rpiaico?^  tpira>  crci  riic  avrs  tixrapKdxnwg  : 
and  adds,  8  jxovov  Svo  yjpovw  TrcpcoSog  Uaayujv  cv  rotq  cvay- 

yzkiovQ  ififeperatj  aXXa  Km  rpuav.  Consequently  in  the 
opinion  of  Epiphanius,  Christ's  ministry  lasted  more 
than  two  but  not  full  three  years  :  for  since  Christ  was 
thirty  years  of  age,  when  he  began  to  preach,  (Luke 
Hi.  S3.)  as  Epiphanius  himself  observes,  he  could  not 
have  preached  full  three  years,  if  he  was  crucified  in 
his  thirty-third  year.  This  likewise  agrees  with  what 
Epiphanius  says  of  the  three  passovers  mentioned  in 
the  Gospels  (that  is,  in  the  Gospel  of  John)  :  for  three 
passovers  include  the  space  of  two  years,  which  added 
to  the  months,  which  elapsed  between  Christ's  Baptism 
and  the  First  Passover,  make  up  the  period  of  time 
which  Epiphanius  assigned  to  Christ's  ministry.  But 
that  it  lasted  even  so  long,  was  not  the  general  opinion 
at  the  end  of  the  fourth  century;  or  Epiphanius  would 
not  have  thought  it  necessary  to  deny,  that  it  was 
confined  within  the  compass  of  two  passovers,  Svo 
Xpovanf  ?r€pto$oc  Tla<Tywv.  The  opinion  of  Eusebius,  that 
it  lasted  between  three  and  four  years,  prevailed  at  last 
over  all  other  opinions  on  this  subject,  though  Au- 
gostin,  whose  name  alone  was  of  great  authority,  still 
retained  the  ancient  opinion;  During  the  middle  ages 
no  further  inquiries  appear  to  have  been  made  on  this 
subject :  and  even  after  the  Reformation  all  the  Har- 
monists of  the  sixteenth  and  seventeenth  centuries  have 
taken  for  granted,  that  Christ's  ministry  lasted  between 
three  and  four  years.  But  Benge),  in  his  Harmony 
of  the  Gospels  published  at  Tubingen  in  1796,  re- 
duced it  to  two  years.  And  a  short  time  before  this 
Harmony  was  published,  Mr.  Mann  revived  the  ancient 
opinion,  that  it  lasted  one  year,  which  he  has  defended 
with  great  learning  and  ingenuity,  p.  145 — 165.  of 
vol.  ui.  part  u.  f 
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the  Dissertation  quoted  above  in   Note  & :  aod  p. 
166 — 177*  he  has  given  a  chronological  synopsis  of  the 
four  Gospels,  formed  on  this  opinion*     Dr.  Priestley  in 
his  *  Harmony  of  the  Evangelists  in  Greek,'  printed 
in  1777)  has  likewise  adopted  the   ancient  opinion, 
which  he  has  defended  in  his  Observations,  p.  38 — 43. 
But  in  his  mode  of  combining  St  John's  Gospel  with 
the  other  three  he  differs  from  Mr.  Mann,  as  every 
one    will    immediately    perceive,    who  compares   the 
Harmony  of  the  former  with  the  Synopsis  of  the  tatter. 
They  differ  indeed  in  a  material  point :  for  Mattb.  iv. 
13.  Mark  i*  14.  Luke  iv*   14.  where  the  three  first 
Evangelists  begin  their  account  of  Christ's  miracles* 
are  placed  by  Mr*  Mann  before,   but  by  Dr.  Priestley 
after  John  ii.  13.  whore  die  first  passover  is  mentioned* 
In  1778*  Archbishop  Newcome  published  his  Harmony 
of  the  Gospels,  and  in  the  Notes  annexed  to  it,  espe- 
cially fk  15,  &o.  defended   the  common  opinion*  in 
respect  to  the  duration  of  Christ's  ministry.     In  1779* 
Dr.  Priestley  replied  in  a  Letter,  prefixed  to  his  '  Har- 
mony of  the  Gospels  in  English :'  which  was  answered 
by  Archbishop  Newcome  in  the  year  following  in  an 
essay,  '  On  the  Duration  of  Christ's  ministry,  in  reply, 
to  Dr.  Priestley/  who  soon  after  published  another 
defence  of  his  opinion  in  his  '  Two  Letters  to  Dr. 
Newcome,  Bishop  of  Waterfcrd>  on  the  duration  of 
oar  Saviour's  ministry/  In  1779,  D*»  Homer  published 
at  Leipzig  a  short  treatise  entitled,  Qnot  Pascbata 
Christus  post  baptismum  celebraverit :  and  in  1796* 
Dr.  Hanlein  published  at  Erlangen  a  short  treatise 
entitled,  De  temporis,  quo  Jesus  Christus  cum  Apes- 
toiis  versatus  est  durations.   He  asserts,  p.  12*  si  coa**- 
putura  fecimus  totkis  teraporis,  quo  arcta  imtniliaritate 
apostoli  cum  Jesu  conjuueti  fuerunt,  eumque  docentom 
audiere,  loco  triennii,  vix  unius  anni  spatium  coUigi 
posse  videtur. 

Without  attempting  to  decide  on  so  difficult  a  «jues^ 
tion,  I  will  only  observe,  that,  as  for  as  I  am  aUe  t*> 
judge,  the  Gospel  of  St.  John  presents  almost  insuperv, 
able  obstacles  to  the  opinion  of  those,  who  confine 
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Christ's  ministry  to  one  year  ♦  for  in  order  to  eflect  this 
purpose,  it  is  necessary  to  make  omissions  and  tthnti-' 
positions  in  St.  John's  Gospel*  which  are  not  warranted 
a  priori  by  the  laws  of  criticism,  but  are  attempted 
merely  to  support  a  previously  assumed  hypothesis.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  opinion  that  it  lasted  three  yeatt, 
which  receives  no  support  whatsoever  from  the  three 
first  Gospels,  cannot  be  satisfactorily  proved  evifl  frotfc 
the  Gospel  of  St  John,  who  at  the  utmost  has  noticed 
only  three  different  passovers ;  at  least  he  has  named  no 
more. 

i 

FAGE40r 

10.  The  following  Table  considered  as  a  General 
Index  to  the  four  Gospels  is  a  very  useful  one.    Our 
author  himself  expressly  declares,  that  it  must  not  be 
considered  as  a  chronological  table :  yet  from  the  trans- 
positions which  he  has  made,  not  only  in  the  Gospels 
of  St  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  bot  likewise  in  the  Gospel 
of  St.  Matthew,  as  in  N°.  29<*t«48,  it  is  obvious  that 
he  intended  to  arrange  the  facts  m  chronological  of  de#, 
aa  well  as  he  was  able.     For*  the  facts  which  oe&ir  in 
N°.  S^— 42.  are  recorded  only  by  St  Matthew,  St 
Mark,  and  St  Luke :  and  therefore  the  formation  of 
a  mere  index  did  not  require  that  the  order  of  *H 
three  should  be  inverted.    The  reasons  of  each  par* 
ticular  transposition  our  author  has  not  assigned,  and 
indeed  the  propriety  of  some  of  them  might  be  called 
in  question :  but  as  almost  every  harmonist  has  a  mode 
of  arrangement  peculiar  to  himself,   and  tbAt»  which 
is  adopted  in  the  following  table,  is  liable  perhaps  to 
fewer  objections,  than  that  which  is  adopted  in  most 
other  harmonies,  1  leave  it  to  the  reader's  own  judg- 
ment to  determine  on  the  propriety  of  each  single 
article. 

The  deration  of  Christ's  ministry  is  a  question, 
which  our  author  passes  over  in  total  sifenoe*  That 
in  his  opinion  it  lasted  more  years  than  one,  may  be 
inferred  from  what  he  says  of  Luke  ix.  £L~~xvttu  14/ 

f  2 
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a  few.  lines  before  his  Harmonic  Table.  -  But  he  leaves 
it  undetermined,  whether  it  lasted  between  two  and 
three,  or  between  three  and  four  years.:  for  in  N°.  53. 
he  calls  the  festival  (copm)  mentioned  in  John  v.  ]. 
merely  '  a  great  festival/  not  the  feast  of  the  passover 
in  particular,  as  all  those  harmonists  do,  who  contend 
that  four  different  passovers  are  mentioned  in  St.  John's 
Gospel,  and  consequently  that  Christ's  ministry  lasted 
more  than  three  years.     However,  in  his  Annotations 
on  the  New  Testament  he  says  at  John  v.   I.    that, 
though  it  is -a  matter  of  doubt,  whether  copri?  here  means 
the  feast  of  the  passover,  or  some  other  feast,  he  prefers 
the  interpretation  of  those,  who  take  it  in  the  former 
sense. 


SECTION  VIII. 

PAGE  84. 

1.  Our  author  retains  the  commonly  received  opinion 
that  all  the  precepts  recorded  in  the  three  chapters, 
Matth.  v.  vi.  vii.  were  delivered  by  Christ  at  one  and 
the  same  time,  or  in  other  words,  that  Christ  delivered 
a  sermon  on  the  mount  in  the .  same  form,  and  in  the 
same  extent,  as  that  which  is  recorded  by  St.  Matthew 
in  these  three  chapters.    But  many  critics  are  at  present 
of  opinion,  that  these  precepts  were  delivered  by  Christ 
at  different  times,  and  on  different  occasions,   but  that 
St.  Matthew  collected  them  and  placed  them  together  * 
in  order  to  give  a  comprehensive  view  of  Christ's  moral 
doctrines.    This  opinion  has  been  very  ably  supported 
by  Professor  Pott  in  a  dissertation  published  at  Helm* 
stadt  in  1788,  entitled  De  natura  atque  indole  oratioois 
montance  et  de  nonnullis  bujus  orationis  explicandae 
praeceptis  :  and  by  Professor  Wunibald  at  Heidelberg 
in   1794,  in  his   Comoientatio  biblica   in  serinonera 
Christi  in  monte,  .Matth.  v.  vi.  vii.     More  will  be  said 
on  this  subject  in  the  Dissertation  on  the  origin  of  the 
three  first  Gospels. 
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2.  By  the  sermon  in  parables  our  author  means  the 
collection  of  parables  in  Mattb.  xiii.  1 — 53.,  which 
are  recorded  by  St  Matthew  as  delivered  by  Christ 
at  one  and  the:  same  time.  Some  critics  suppose  that 
these  parables  also .  were  not  all  delivered  At  the  same 
time. 

3.  I  know  not .  by .  what  means  our  author  has  dis- 
covered that  the  discourse  delivered,  by  Christ  in  the 
synagogue  at  Capernaum  was  of  the.  same  import  as 
the  sermon  on  the  mount,  since,  that  discourse  is  not 
on  record.  For  St.  Matthew  says  .nothing  of  it:  and 
St  Mark,  ch.  i.  21,  22.  and  St  Luke,  cb.  iv.  31,  32. 
say  nothing  more,  than  that  Christ  taught  in  the  syna- 
gogue, and  that  the  people  were,  astonished  at  his 
doctrine,  since  he  taught  as  one  having  authority.  It 
is  true  that  St  Matthew,  at  the  end  of  the  sermon  on 
the  mount,  ch.  vii.  28.  says  likewise .  *  that  the  people 
were  astonished,  &c.'  But  we  cannot  therefore  conclude 
that  the  two  discourses  were  of  the  same  import 

page  86.       . 

4.  The  arguments  for  the  opinion  that  N°.  25 — 30. 
contain  the  history  of  only,  one  day  may  be  stated 
thus.  N°.  27.  is  the  sermon  on  the  mount,  Matth.  v. 
vi.  vii.  N°.  28,  29,  30.  the  cure  of  the  leper,  of  the 
centurion's  servant,  of  Peter's  mother  in  law,  with 
other  sick  persons  at  Capernaum,  are  related  by.$t 
Matthew  in  ch.  viii.  1 — 17.  as  events  which  took  place 
ou  the  same  day,  on  which  the  sermon  on  the  mount 
was  delivered. .  Further,  .the  cure  of  the  demoniac  at 
Capernaum,  N°.  25,  which  however  is  not  mentioned 
by  St  Matthew,  took  place  according  to  Mark  i. 
89,  30.  Luke  iv.  38.  on  the  same  day  as  tfie  cure 
of  St  Peter's  mother,  in  law,  N°.  30.  Lastly,  Christ's 
choice  of  the  twelve  Apostles,  N°. .26,  which  is  like- 
wise not  mentioned  by  St.  Matthew,  immediately  pre- 
ceded the  sermon  on  the  mount,  according  to  Luke 
vi.  12-T-49-  Consequently,  all  the  events  in  .N°. 
25—30.  happened  on  the  same.  day.     This  is  £he 
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dearest  method  of  statinsthe  arguments  in  favour 
of  our  author'*  opinion*  They  are  liable  however  to 
some  objections.  In  the  first  place,  according  to  St 
Mark  and  St  Luke,  this  cure  of  St  Peter's  mother  in 
law,  Np*  30l  succeeded  the  cure  of  the  demoniac  in 
the  synagogue  at  Capernaum,  without  the  intervention 
of  any  event  whatsoever.    For  St.  Mark  says,  oh.  i.  89. 

2^wv©c#  and  St  Luke,  oh»  iv.  $&  «v«*«c  &  **  r*c  «««- 
ft^n*  €t*i|X#rv  «c  *v*  oi*ie*  Stpame.  Farther,  the  cure 
of  the  leper,  N°.  88.  took  place  according  to  St*  Mark 
and  St*  Luke  on  a  later  day  t  for  St  Mark  after  having 
related  the  curt  of  St  Peter's  mother  in  law,  ch.  i. 
29 — 31.  adds,  ter*  38.  */***  &  ytv*fitvT#y4*-e  c8»  o  wAioc, 

And  v$t\  Si.  *cu  irpfcH  iwv^v  Xiao  dwt«c  t^iiXAb     St 

Luke  also,  after  hating  related  the  cure  of  St  Peter's 
mother  hi  law,  ch.  iv.  39.  adds,  ver%  40*  Suvovroc  &  r* 
*&«»,  and  veTi  42.  yawf***  &  tiMcpocw  What  follows 
therefore  is  represented  as  having  happened  after  the 
day  on  which  the  demoniac  and  St  Peter's  mother  in 
law  were  cured.  Now  the  cure  of  the  leper  is  related, 
by  St.  Mark  in  eh.  i.  45*— 50.  and  by  St.  Luke  in 
eh.  v.  12— 16,  And  N°.  26,  27*  *9»  ere  represented 
by  St  Luke  as  having  taken  place  at  a  still  later  time ; 
for  they  are  recorded  in  ch.  vi.  18 — 49*  vii.  1—10. 
N°.  27.  29*  are  not  recorded  by  St.  Mark;  but  in' 
N*.  26.  which  he  has  recorded)  he  agrees  with  St.  Luke 
In  referring  it  to  a  later  day ;  for  he  has  it  in  ch.  iiL 
13—19.  It  appears  there  that,  according  to  St 
Luke's  representation  N9.  2i.  and  SO.  happened  not 
wily  on  the  same  day,  but  without  4be  intervention  of 
any  other  miracle  or  event  whatsoever :  that  N°.  86, 27, 
28,  29.  which  our  author  has  inserted  as  intermediate 
events*  happened  according  to  St.  Luke  at  a  later 
time ;  aftd  that  St.  Mark's  representation,  in  as  mack 
as  he  has  recorded,  agrees  with  that  of  St  Luke 
St.  Matthew  on  the  contrary  represents  N°.  57,  88,  8& 
30.  as  immediately  following  each  other.  Now  as 
»£t  Matthew  was  not  only  an  Apostle*  .but  lived  at 
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Capernaum,  where  the  events  in  question  took  place, 
and  was  probably  present  at  the  sermon  on  the  mount, 
and  thence  followed  Christ  into  Capernaum*  his  re* 
presentation  is  justly  preferred  by  our  author,  who  says 
of  the  cure  of  the  leper,  N°.  88.  that  St.  Mark  and 
St.  Luke  '  were  unacquainted  with  the  time,  and  St 
Luke  eren  with  the  place,  in  which  it  happened/ 
It  may  be  admitted  then,  on  the  authority  of  St. 
Matthew,  that  the  events  related  in  N°,  fi7-~3G.  hap* 
pened  on  the  same  day.  But  the  question  is :  Ought 
we  to  refer  N°.  85.  and  86.  likewise  to  th$  samp  day  P 
On  these  two  articles  St  Matthew  is  totally  silent,  and 
therefore  we  have  the  authority  only  of  St.  Mark  and 
St  Luke.  But  though  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke  refer 
N°.  25  to  the  same  day  as  they  refer  N°.  90,  yet  they 
both  agree  in  referring  N°.  86  to  a  later  day.  We 
have  no  authority  whatsoever  therefore  for  referring 
N°.  96  to  the  day  assigned  by  our  author :  and,  even 
if  we  refer  N°.  85  to  that  day,  it  ought  not  to  occupy 
the  place  which  he  has  allotted  to  it,  but  should  im- 
mediately precede  N*.  SO,  for  the  reason  already  as- 
signed. On  the  other  hand,  if  we  refer  N°.  86  to 
that  day,  we  must  necessarily  refer  N°.  85  to  an  earlier 
day ;  for  on  these  two  articles  St  Mark  and  St  Luke 
are  our  only  guides,  and  they  both  agree  in  making  a 
very  distinct  and  circumstantial  separation  of  them. 

PAGE  87. 

5.  Nain  was  about  twelve  stadia  from  mount  Tha- 
bor.  See  Relandi  Pates tina  (Traject  Bafev.  1714,  4to.) 
p.  904. 

6.  If  we  separate  N°.  35,  we  must  likewise  separate 
N*.  36;  for  the  latter  is  a  continuation  of  the  discourse 
delivered  in  the  former.  St  Luke  has  the  one  in 
cb.  xi.  14—36.  the  other  in  ch.  xi.  37. — xii.  18. 

7.  That  Christ  was  invited  to  dinner  by  a  Pharisee 
on  the  same  day  on  which  he  cast  out  a  devil  appears 
from  Luke  xi.  14.  37*  It  is  likewise  true,  that  St. 
Mark  in  ch.  iii.  SO.  to  which  our  author  appeals,  says, 
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the  multitude,  which  surrounded  Christ  was  so  great, 
that  he  was  prevented  even  from  eating  bread.  But 
that  this  prevention  bad  taken  place  on  the  day  on 
which  the  Pharisee  afterwards  invited  Christ  to  dinner, 
is  at  least  a  matter  of  doubt     For  St  Mark  says  in 

ch.  iii.  13,  14.  Kac  aiMiSaivci  etc  ro  opoc»  «ac  irpcxncaActTat 
»C  i|0eXev  ouroc'  *ai  airqXdov  irpoc  avrov'  icai  cirotiiac  SwSuca, 

k.  t.  X.  He  then  enumerates  the  twelve  Apostles,  ver. 
17 — 19.  and  immediately  adds  ver.  20,  21.  leatcpyovrai 

fee  ot/cov'  Kdi  avvep^srat  iraXiv  o^XaCj  «**€  pi)  SwaaQai  avrac 
ftiire  aprov  ^ayav'  kch  ajcapavrcc  ot  irap  avrc,  c£i|X0ov 
*parr)<rat  avrov, .  eXcyov  -yap,  ori  c£c?i|.  St  Mark  then 
proceeds  in  ver.  22.  Kac  ot  Ipa/ufiarEtc  ot  airo  IcpoffoXvpuv 
Jcara€avT€C  tXeyov  ore  BeeX&SuX  «^«,  and  in  ver.  23 — SI. 

relates  Christ's  confutation  of  this  opinion,  which  St 
Matthew  has  related  in  ch.  xii.  22 — 30.  and  St.  Luke 
in  ch.  xi.  14 — 23.  who  likewise  mention  the  occasion' 
of  this  discourse,  namely,  that  Christ  had  cast  out  a 
devil,  which  St  Mark  has  not  mentioned.  One  might 
conclude  therefore  from  St  Mark's  account,  that  Christ 
was  prevented  from  acting  by  the  thronging  of  the 
multitude  immediately  after  his  return  to  his  .house 
at  Capernaum,  on  the  day  on  which  he  had  chosen 
his  apostles:  that  ver.  20,  21.  to  which  neither  St. 
Matthew  nor  St  Luke  have  any  thing  which  corres- 
ponds, are  connected  with  the  preceding  verses :  and 
that  ver.  22 — 31.  which  relate  to  a  new  subject,  are 
the  only  verses  which  correspond  to  Matth.  xii.  22 — 30, 
Luke  xi.  14—23.  But  our,  author,  like  many  other 
harmonists,  separates  Mark  iii.  20,  21.  from  the  pre* 
ceding  verses,  and  joins  them  to  the  following,  and 
thus .  makes  the  prevention  in  question  take  place  on 
the  day,  on  which  Christ  cast  out  a  devil,  and  con- 
futed the  opinion,  that  he  cast  out  devils  by  Beel- 
zebub. 

8.  Even  if  our  author  is  right  in  his  application 
of.  Mark  iii.  20.  the  inference,  which  he  here  deduces* 
i$  without  foundation  For  that  Christ  was  so  en* 
gaged  on  one  day  that  he  had.  not  time  to  eat,  cannot 
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excite  even  a  conjecture  that  he  was  so  engaged  the  day 
before.  * 

9.  The  ancient  Greeks  used  apvsov  to  denote  an  early 
breakfast,  which  they  took  at  sunrise,  for  Athenaeus 
says,  (Lib.  1.  Cap.  5.  Pag.  11.  eel  Casaubon  J  698,  fol.) 
uptrov  /trtv  -m  to  wro-  njv  E*>  Xo^i&ivoftcvov :  and  they  used 
&ixvov  to  denote  the  meal,  which  they  took  at  noon, 
Aptew  therefore  was  the  breakfast pf  the  ancient  Greeks* 
and  Sinrvov  their  dinner.  But  as  the  hours  of  eating 
generally  become  later  and  later  in  proportion  as  luxury 
increases,  the  api?ov  was  in  later  ages  taken,  at  noon* 
the  ancient  time  of  the  Scurvov,  in  the  same  manner  as 
ladies  of  fashion  in  London  sit  down  to  breakfast  at  the 
time  when  their  ancestors  sat  down  to  dinner:  for 
Atbeneeus,  who  lived  in  the  second  century,  immedi- 
ately adds,  &cirvov  $c  fcccnipSpivov,  o  ifyicic  apt?ov,  k*  r.  A* 

Such  was  the  use  of  api?ov  among  the  Greeks.  Bijt 
as  it  was  adopted  by  the  Jews  and  written  tVUHK,  or 
Ift&cntt,  we  musj;  explain  api^<rp,  Luke  xi.  37.  from 
the  Jewish,  not  the  Greek  usage.  Mow  the  Jews  ap- 
plied it  to  denote  not  an  early,  but  a  late  meal :  for 
Buxtorf  (Lex.  Talm.  p.  £27.)  quotes  the  following 
passage  pffitntt  \)b  12V  WD17,  m  vesperi  fecit  illis 
opcTov.  Even  in  the  Septuagint  it  is  used  to  denote 
a  late  meal,   as  appears  from  2  Sam.  xxiv.  15.  tSaxe 

10.  All  these  discourses  and  parables,  might  be  de- 
livered in  less  than  an  hopr,  and  therefore  there  is  no 
necessity  for  supposing  that  the  meal,  to  which  the 
Pharisee  invited  Christ,  was  given  so  early  as  ten  in 
the  morning,  in  order  to  allow  time  for  their  delivery. 
Besides,  if  we  fix  on  so  early  an  hour,  vye  shall  hardly 
allow  sufficient  time  for  the  events,  which,  in  our 
author's  opinion,  had  already  taken  place  on  that  day. 

]  1.  This  interpretation  of  <ro€6aTov  Stvrtpovpwrov  is 
peculiar  to  bur  author.  He  was  led  to  it  perhaps  from 
the  use  of  the  word  deuterocanonicus ;  and  as  the 
term  *  liber  deuterocanonicus'  is  used  to  denote  'a 
\yook  inserted  in  the  canon,  though  its  claim  is  doubt? 
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fill/  SO  he  Supposes  that  *«6£arov  &vc«poirp<#rov  was 

by  St  Luke  to  denote  that  part  of  Friday  before  suri 
set,  which  scrupulous  Jews  annexed  to  the  sabbath, 
though  in  reality  no  part  of  it :  for  even  -  at  this  day 
the  strict  Jews  abstain  from  work  and  all  payments  of 
money  after  three  o'clock  on  Friday  afternoon.  Now 
if  <ra€€arov  wpwro*  had  been  ever  used  to  express  the 
main  or  primary  sabbath,  that  is,  the  time  which 
elapsed  from  Friday  at  sun  set  to  Saturday  at  sun  set, 
the  supposition  that  ra€Earoi/  favrtpvwpwrov  denotes  tlie 
secondary  or  accessory  part  of  it  might  be  admitted. 
But  as  tfriSSarov  irpcrtrov  is  never  used  in  this  sense,  out 
author's  conjecture  is  destitute  of  support.  ScaligeFs 
Interpretation  is  '  primum  sabbatum  post  secundum 
diem  Pascbatos,'  Wetstein's  *  primum  sabbatum  tnensis 
secundi,'  which  is  approved  by  Storr,  who  in  his  *  Design 
of  the  Evangelic  History  and  Epistles  of  John  */'  P* 
315.  analyses  the  expression  thus,  <ro€€arov  irp+nov  rs 
Sfevrep*  piivoc.  Dodwell  says,  that  as  there  were  three 
grand  festivals  in  the  Jewish  year,  the  Passover,  .the 
feast  of  Pentecost,  and  the  feast  of  Tabernacles,  the 
first  may  be  denoted  by  *p»roirpftff-ot,  the  second  by 
fcvrcpoirpOToc,  the  third  by  rpmnrpttrpc.  Various  other 
interpretations  of  this  expression,  which  occurs  no  where 
except  in  Luke  vi.  1.  may  be  seen  in  Poll  Synopsis,  and 
WolfiiCur*. 

12.  This  interpretation,  which  is  likewise  peculiar 
to  our  author,  is  absolutely  inadmissible,  for  no  Greek 
writer  ever  used  mpoc  in  the  sense,  which  he  has  as* 
cribed  to  it  If  St  Luke  had  intended  to  express  the 
sabbath. itself  in  opposition  to  what  the  Jews  annexed 
to  it,  he  would  have  used  ro  <ra6Sarov :.  or,  if  he  in- 
tended to  divide  the  whole  into  two  parts,  he  would 
have  used,  not  mpo?  but  Xociroc,  and  have  written,  not 
ertpov  0«8£«rov,  but  to  Aonrov  t»  aaGSars.  Whatever  may 

♦  The  Gorman  title  of  this  work  U,  Ueber  im  Zweck  der 
evangelischen  Geschichte  und  d$r  Briefe  Johaaois.  Tubingen* 
1786),  8vo. 
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be  the  meaning  therefore  of  *a££arov  Stvrtpovpvtov,  Luke , 
vi.  ].  we  must  necessarily  understand  <ra€Sarpir enpov 
of  a  totally  different  sabbath.  St  Matthew  likewise, 
though  he  has  not  noted  a  difference  of  time,  has 
clearly  noted  a  difference  of  place,  for  he  says,  ph. 
xii.  9.  jc«4  /w«/3ac  tKuQev  *X0c,  k,  r,  X,  Consequently 
our  author's  opinion,  that  all  the  events  in  N°.  33—37., 
took  place  within  the  compass  of  four  and  twenty  hours,, 
on  which  a  doubt  has  been  already  expressed  in  Note  9P 
is  a  mistaken  one. 

page  89. 

1 3.  I  here  retain  Beelzebub,  as  our  author  has  written* 
H,  which  is  in  fact  the  proper  orthography,  for  all  the 
Greek  manuscripts  without  exception  have  BceX&GsX 
with  X  not  with  /3.  The  English  and  other  modern 
translations  have  Beelzebub  with  a  b,  for  no  other 
reason  than  because  the  word  is  so  written  in  the  Latin 
Vulgate,  to  which  the  translators  in  many  instances 
paid  more  regard  than  to  the  original.  But  the  most 
ancient  Latin  MSS.  for  instance  the  Latin  of  the  Code*' 
Bezae,  have  Beelzebul. 

PAGE  90. 

14.  Our  author  here  speaks  in  reference  to  the  day 
of  the  sermon  in  parables,  which  he  ought  to  have 
expressed.  But  according  to  Mark  iv.  35.  to  which 
he  appeals,  Christ  put  to  sea  on  the  evening  of  that 
♦ery  day  (cv  «jc«vp  rp  n^p?  o\f*aQ  y«vof««nic,)  t>n  which 
he  had  delivered  the  parables.  In  Luke  viH.  22.  to 
which  our  author  likewise  appeals,  there  is  no  deter* 
mination  of  time  whatsoever :  for  St  Luke  says  merely 

1 

PACE  91. 

15\  Rather  on  the  evening  of  that  very  day  on 
which  the  sermon  on  the  mount  was  delivered.  For 
in  ch.  viii  1.  St.  Matthew  relates  Christ's  descent  from 
the  mount,  ver.  5.  bis  entrance  into  Capernaum,  ver. 
I&  be  says,  o$wq  &  ypojuwcj  and  in  ver.  18.  adds* 
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tiwv  it  o  Iiprec  ttoXX«c  o^Xsc  rapt  avrovy  ckcXcwkv  aircXftiv 

«C  roirtpav. 

»  * 
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-  1 6.  St.  Luke  is  so  far  from  having  determined  the 
time,  that  he  virtually  confesses,  by  the  indeterminate 
expression  *v  /up  rwv  tifupw,  that  he  himself  did  not 
know  the  time.     We  have  not  therefore  a  majority 
of  evidence  in  favour  of  the  opinion,  that  the  storm 
in  question  happened  after  the  sermon   in  parables. 
We  have  St.  Mark  only  on  the  one  side,  St.  Matthew 
on  the  other.    According  to  Matth.  viii.  1 — S4.  Christ 
entered  the  ship,  in  which  he  suffered  the  storm,,  on 
the  evening  of  that  day,  on  which  he  delivered   the 
sermon  on  the  mount,  Math.  v.  vi.  vii.     According 
to  Mark  iv.  35 — 37.  he  entered  the  ship,   in  which 
he  suffered  the  storm,  on  the  evening  of  that  day,  on 
>vhich  he  delivered  his  sermon  in  parable*,  Mark  iv. 
1 — 34,     Now  St.  Matthew  was  both  an  Apostle,  and 
an  inhabitant  of  Capernaum,   where.  Christ  entered 
the  ship  :  and  therefore  that  he  was  better  acquainted 
with  the  time,  when  the  storm  happened,  is  more  pro- 
bable, than  that  St.  Mark  knew  the  time  better  than 
St  Matthew.    The  objection,  which  our  author  makes 
a  few.  lines  before,  that,  in  this  instance  St.  Matthew 
was  not. an  eye-witness  to  the  fact,    since  he  relates 
the  storm  in  ch.  viii.  and  his  own  call  to  the  apostfe- 
sbip  in  ch.  ix.  on  Christ's  return  to  Capernaum,  is 
really  of  no  weight.     For  if  St.  Matthew  was  called 
to  the  apostleship  immediately  on  Christ  a  return,  the 
time  when  the  s  tor  pi  happened,  must  have  been  as 
well  known  to  St.  Matthew,  as  if  he  himself  had  been 
in  the  ship :  and  the  very  circumstance  that  his  own 
election  immediately  succeeded  that  event,  must  have 
so  impressed  it  on  his  memory,    that  he  could  not 
easily  have  forgotten  it    Besides,  our  author's  objection 
cannot  be  applied   without  involving  us  in  a  contra- 
diction.    For  the  object  of  it  is  to  give  probability  to 
the  opinion,  that  the  storm  happened,  not.  after  the 


NOTES  TO  CHAP.  It.  SECT;  VITI.  77 '. 
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sermon  on  the  mount,  as  St.  Matthew  represents  it, 
but  after  the  sermon  in  parables,  as  St.  Mark  represents 
it.     But  if  it  happened  after  the  sermon  in  parables, 
it  happened  after  St  Matthew's  call  to  the  apostieship, 
for  St.  Matthew  relates  the  sermon  in  parables  in  ch. 
xiii.     Consequently,   we  cannot  apply  the  objection, 
without  contradicting  the  objection  itself.     If  it  be  said 
in  reply,  that  St.  Matthew  did  not  write  in  chrono- 
logical order,  and  therefore  that  we  cannot  infer  that 
he  was  called  to  the  apostieship  before  the  sermon  in 
parables  merely  because  he  has  related  the  one  in  ch.  ix. 
the  other  in  ch.  xiii.  we  may  answer  that,  if  this  mode  of 
reasoning  is  inadmissible,  no  one  can  infer  that  the 
storm  preceded  St.  Matthew's  election,  merely  because 
it  is  related  in  ch.  viii.     In  whatever  view  therefore 
the  subject  be  examined,  whether  it  be  admitted,  tir 
whether  it  be  denied,  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  in  chro- 
nological order,  the  inference  in  this  case  will  be  the 
same.     Lastly,  since  St.  Matthew  has  recorded  both 
the  sermon  on  the  mount  and  the  sermon  in  parables, 
it  is  less  probable  on  this  account  also,  that  he  annexed 
to  the  one  a  fact,  which  really  followed  the  other,  than 
that  St.  Mark  did  so,  who  has  recorded  only  the  latter. 
And  since  St.  Matthew  expressly  says,  ch.  xiii.  53,  54. 

Kat  cy<vcro  ore  crs  ercXccrev  o  \r\tjsq  raq  irapaSoXac  rawaq  fn- 
rypeP  cjcccOcv,  /ecu  tXO&v  uq  rr\v  TrarpiSa  avr»  cSi&xcntcv  avrsq 

f  v  ry  avvaywyy  avr*>v,  we  must  conclude,  unless  we  con* 
tradict  the  authority  of  a  writer,  who  had  certainly  the 
best  means  of  information,  that  Christ,  aftet*  the  sermon 
in  parables  was  ended,  instead  of  going  to  the  sea 
side,  took  the  road  to  Nazareth,  which  is  called  his 
country,-  because  it  was  the  residence  of  Joseph  and 
Mary. 
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CHAPTER  III. 

0 

OF  THE  CAUSE,  WHY  ST.  MATTHEW  AND  ST.  MARK, 
AND  ALSO  ST.  HARK  AND  ST.  LUKE,  HAVE  IK 
SEVERAL  INSTANCES  A  REMARKABLE  VERBAL 
HARMONY,  THOUGH  THE  ONE  DID  NOT  COPT  FROM 
THE  WRITINGS  OF  THE  OTHER. 
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1.  This  cause  will  be  particularly  examined  in  the 
Dissertation  on  the  origin  of  the  three  first  Gospels. 

2.  Our  author  writes  i  tv  n/  x«pl  «w  without  to 
irrvov  in  order  to  make  a  Hebraism,  where  in  fact  there 
is  none.  In  the  expression  *  to  irrvov  «v  r-g  \npi  avr*, 
used  both  by  St.  Matthew  and  St  Luke,  there  is  no 
Hebraism  whatsoever,  for  •  relates  to  irrvov  and  aws  to 
%upi.  The  peculiarity  of  the  Hebrew  language  in 
tbb  respect  is,  that  a  pronoun  relative  and  a  pronoun 
demonstrative  are  joined  with  the  same  substantive,  as 
in  Psalm  cxliv.  8.  W&~lTt  DrfD  ntfK,  which  literally 
rendered  is,  Quorum  os  eorum  loquitur  vanitatem. 
Consequently  to  make  the  phrase  in  question  a  He- 
braism it  must  be  written  i  ro  vrvw  aura  tv  ng  \upi  avra ; 

and  Justin  Martyr  in  his  Dialogue  with  Trypho  really 
quotes  it  thus. 

3.  These  two  events  are  the  cure  of  a  paralytic, 
which  St  Matthew  has  related  in  ch.  ix.  1 — 8.  and 
the  cure  of  Jairus's  daughter,  which  he  has  related 
ch.  ix. ,  1 8—25.  The  former  is  related  by  St  Mark 
in  ch.  ii.  1—12.  by  St.  Luke  in  ch.  v.  17—26.  and 
the  latter  is  related  by  St  Mark  in  ch.  v.  21 — 43.  by 
St  Luke  in  ch.  viii.  40 — 56.  In  the  former,  St. 
Mark  and  St.  Luke  (and  also  St  Matthew,  which  our 
author  has  not  observed)  have  a  great  similarity  of 
expression :  but  throughout .  the  whole  of  the  latter 
there  is  no  verbal  agreement  whatsoever,  not  even  in 
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Mark  v.  22.  Luke  viii.  41.  which  oar  author  has  partii 
cularly  quoted.  - 

4.  Da  Oratione,  cap.  27.  Tom.  L  p.  245,  246.  ed 
Delarue. 

5.  Instead  of  saying  '  to  follow  any  one*  the  Syrians 
say  *  to  follow  after  any  one,'  as  may  be  seen  on  con- 
sulting these  passages  in  the  Syriac  version.  In  the 
Hebrew  Bible  likewise,  which  is  better  authority,  be* 
cause  it  is  an  original,  (whereas  in  the  Syriac  version 
the  turns  of  expression  migt>t  be  ascribed  to  a  closeness 
of  translation,)  the  same  mode  of  speaking  is  used* 
Thu*  in  1  King*  xix.  20.  TOJ»  njtw,  which  in  the 
LXX.  is  literally  rendered  by  juu  0*0X169**  ««-<**  *»•  . 

6.  According  to  Griesbach's  text,  which  is  3up- 
ported  by  the  best  authority,  St  Mark  has  really 
used  oicoXeOccv.  But  then  he  has  u$ed  it  in  this  instance 
with  oire<w  ps,  not  with  fiot9  as*  a  classic  writer  would 
have  done.  However,  the  Evangelists  themselves  use 
the  construction  a**X#0*iv  nw  much  more  frequently 
than  the  construction  arnXsOiiv,  or  tXflitv,  vw+tivqc, 
which  makes  their  agreement  in  here  using  the  latter 
construction  the  more  remarkable. 

7.  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  have  here  used  yaXp+v* 
Xaxiov  to  denote  the  treasury,  io  which  voluntary  con- 
tributions were  deposited  for  the  service  of  the  temple. 
The  word  is  frequently  used  both  in  the  Septuagint 
and  in  the  Greek  Apocrypha :  and  in  the  book  oi 
Nehemiah  it  always  denotes  the  sacred  treasury  in 
particular.  Thus  in  ch.  x.  37.  piaofuv  rote  uptvmv  «c  to 
ydC+fuhaKim  <mct  t#  0i»:    ch,  xiii.  4«    «v  ya&ftXiurty 

mun  ©«a  i»/i«v :  ver.  7»   wo*i|<wu  avry  yaZflfvkaKiov  at  avXf 

ouc9  T8  Oct.  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  therefore  are  sq 
far  from  having  taken  yogofuXaictev  in  an  unusual  sense, 
that  they  have  taken  it  in  the  sense,  to  which  k  waa 
appropriated  by  particular  usage.  Consequently  ia  this 
instance  their  agreement  in  expressing  the  same  thing 
by  the  same  word  proves  nothing  in  respect  to  oar 
present  inquiry.    Nor  is  their  agreement  in  the  use  o£ 
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the  word  \&rtov  at  all  extraordinary,  though  this  word 
occurs  no  where  else  in  the  New  Testament  Acirrov 
was  the  name  of  the  smallest  coin  among  the  Greeks : 
it  was  the  7th  part  of  the  Xakictic,  the  56th  part  of  the 
OSoAoc,  and  the  336th  part  of  the  Apayjm.  Now  in 
Mark  xii.  42.  Luke  xxi.  g.  the  subject  relates  to  a 
poor  woman,  who,  while  the  rich  deposited  in  the  trea- 
sury Jarge  sums,  contributed  two  pieces  of  the  smallest 
Jewish  coin;  That  these  two  Evangelists  therefore,  in 
relating  the  story  in  Greek,  selected  the  Greek  word, 
which  denoted  the  smallest  coin  among  the  Greeks,  is 
what  might  be'  naturally  expected,  and  requires  no 
further  explanation. 

8.  fa*  is  here  used  as  synonymous  to  m>p.  These 
two  tfords,  which  no  classic  Greek  writer  would  have 
confounded,  were  sometimes  exchanged  by  Jewish 
Greek  writers,  and  used  as  synonymous,  because  the 
same  Hebrew  word  H)ti  denotes  both  light  and  fire. 
It  is  true  that  after  points  were  added,  the  Vau  was 
written  with  Holem,  when  *T)K  was  taken  in  the  former 
sense,  and  with  Shurek,  when  it  was  taken  in  the  latter  : 
yet,  notwithstanding  this  Masoretic  refinement,  the 
word  remained  in  fact  the  same.  In  Syriac,  imp  was 
expressed  by  jjoi,  <f><^  by  l^cna*,  which  differ  only 
in  the  guttural  <*,  and  were  probably  pronounced  so 
nearly  alike,  that  it  was  very  difficult  to  distinguish 

"them. 
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9.  Our  author  here  adds  i  before  ay  to  v,  in  order  to 
make  a  Hebraism,  though  the  phrase  used  by  St.  Luke 
has  none. 

10.  *7TI  HEW  is  rendered  in  the  LXX.  by  eiToux* 
Svvafuv.  See  Psalm  cvii.  (cviii.  in  LXX.)  ver.  16,  15. 
For  Swafuv  St  Luke  has  substituted  icparoc* 

1 1 .  rioo  ft-powire  T8  KvfH*  is  a  literal  translation  of 
TVffV  097,  or  D'PI^K  *  Jff?,  expressions,  which  inces- 
santly occur  in  the  Hebrew  Bible. 
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19.  2ma  Savdre  is  the  literal  translation  of  niD^tf, 
which  is  thus  rendered  in  the  LXX.  in  Job  iii.  5.  xiu 
22.  xxiv.  17.  xxviii.  3.  and  in  other  places. 

13.  In  the  LXX.  Ma?t£  is  so  far  from  being  the 
usual  translation  of  VJ3,  that,  though  yjj  occurs  sixty 
times  in  the  Old  Testament,  it  is  rendered  by  pa?c( 
in  only  three  instances,  Psalm  xxxviii  9,  (not  ver.  12. 
as  both  Kircher  and  Trommius  have  here  inaccurately 
quoted),  Psalm  lxxxviii.  39.  xc.  10.     The  second  of 

these  three  passages  is,  tTewKvftopai  cv  pa€$y  tag  avofuac 
avrw,   Kiu  iv   /Lta*i£c  rag  afiapnag   avrtov,    where  pa?t£, 

as  well  as  JJJJ  in  the  Hebrew,  is  used  in  its  primitive 
sense.  In  the  first  example  it  is  likewise  used  literally : 
but  in  the  third  example,  which  is  pa?t£  »*e  cyyut  rtg 
rapupari  as,  it  admits  at  least  of  a  figurative  sense. 
N.B.  The  preceding  quotations  are  in  reference  to 
the  Greek  division  of  the  Psalms.  In  Prov.  vi.  S3, 
where  yjD  signifies  '  pain9  or  '  affliction,1  it  is  ren- 
dered in  the  LXX.  by  o$wi? :  but  Symmachus  has  even 
)Q  this  instance  used  pa?i£. 

14.  As  our  author  has  not  mentioned  the  line  in 
Homer,  he  probably  quotes  on  the  authority  of  H. 
Stephens,  or  Scapula,  the  former  of  whom  after  he 
has  explained  pa?t£  as  denoting' metaphorically  c  poena' 
adds,  quo  sensu  dixit  Homerus  pa?tya  Atoc.  Now  H. 
Stephens  had  probably  the  following  line  in  view.  Iliad, 
N.  812.  where  Ajax  says, 

AXXa  Aiog  paviyi  jeajty  cSapifyicv  Ararat. 

But  the  subject  here  relates  to  the  havock  made  among 
the  Greeks  by  Hector,  whom  Ajax  describes  as  a 
scourge  in  the  hands  of  Jupiter :  and  there  is  no  re- 
ference, as  our  author  supposed,  to  any  disease  inflicted 
by  Jupiter. 

15.  It  is  the  literal  translation  of  VJfl*?. 

16.  In    3  Kings  xii.   17.    (not  18.    as  our  author 

quotes)    we  find  cra£cv  A£ai}X  to  irpottwrov  avrs  a  valval 

«r<  IcpmraXityu  :  but  neither  in  this,  nor  in  the  other  two 
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ex^mpfes  ft  Tnp<Zw  used  with  irpoawirw  aa  i»  Lake  ix.  5  K 
However  in  the  Greek  version  of  Ezekiel  *qpig*>  wpwr- 
onrov  frequently  occurs.  Thua  io  eh.  xxi.  2.  ^puro* 
to  vpoawrov  ?a  etti  lepsffaXffy*:  and  hi  cb»  xxviiL  21. 
eirpeaov  to  TrpoacDirov  as  cirt  2t£*j*tf.  In  both  these  in- 
stances yiQ  D*BN  converte  faciaro  tuam,  is  used  ia 
the  Hebrew. 

17.  In  Syriac  the-  common  meaning  of  joi  i&  '  ecce/ 
as  of  fetf!  in  Hebrew,  ajgd  of  iSs  in  Greek :  nor  does 
it  appear  to  be  ever  used  in  the  sense  of  '  jam*'  That 
the  Syriac  translator  has  used  it  in  Luke  xiiL  1-6.  shews 
nothing  more  than  that  he  took  i&  in  its  common 
acceptation. 

18.  A  letter  example  is  in  1  Kings  xvii.  24.  where 
c$9  is  used  in  the  Greek,  and  PIT  nn?  in  the  Hebrew. 

The  present  is  the  most  convenient  place  for  the 
examination  of  a  subject,    which  has  lately  engaged 
the  attention  of  some  of  the  most  eminent  German 
critics,  namely,  '  The  origin  of  our  three  first  Gpspels/ 
Our  author  himself,    in  the   preceding  chapter,    has 
delivered  his  opinion,  .though   without  entering  into 
any  minute  investigation.     Indeed  the  principal  pub- 
lications on  this  subject  have  appeared  since  the  year 
1788,  when  the  last  edition  of  his  Introduction  was 
printed,  and  therefore  he  had  not  au  opportunity  of 
entering  so  deeply. into    it,    as   he  otherwise    would 
have  done.     But  as  the  subject  is  of  great  importance, 
and  has  material  influence  on  every  other. critical  ques- 
tion relative  to  our  canonical  Gospels,  I  thought  it  an 
indispensable  duty  to  institute  a  particular  inquiry  into 
it,  which  I  have  done  in  the  Dissertation  printed  in 
the  latter  half  of  this  volume,  and  which  the  reader  is 
requested  to  peruse  immediately,  because' frequent  re- 
ference will  be  made  to  it  in  the  Notes  to .  the  three 
following  chapters. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

of  ST.  Matthew's  gospel. 


SECTION  I. 

PAGE  96. 

■   1.   See    Shnonis    Onomasticum  Novi   Testament! 
(Hate,  1762,  4to.)  p.  107,  108. 

PAGE  97. 

2.  Not,  only  in  regard  to  the  main  point,  but  in  re- 
gard likewise  to  all  the  concomitant  circumstances,  are 
the  accounts,    which  are  given  in   Matth.  ix.  9 — 17. 
Mark  ii.  IS — 22.  Luke  v.  27 — 39.  precisely  the  same : 
and  in  the  greatest  part  of  the  narrative  St.  Mark  has 
even  the  satrte  words,  as  St.  Matthew.    See  the  Disser- 
tation on  the  Origin  of  our  three  first  Gospels,  First 
Division,  Sect.  8.     All  three  Evangelists  agree  in  re- 
lating, immediately  after  the  description  of  Christ's  cure 
of  a   person  afflicted  with  the  palsy  qt  Capernaum, 
(Matth.  i*.  1—8.  Mark  ii.  1 — 12.  Luke  v.  17—26.) 
that  Christ  departed  from  the  house  where  the  paralytic 
person  had  been  cured,  and  that  seeing  a  certain  col- 
lector of  tribute,  who  was  then  engaged  in  the  duties 
of  his  office,  Christ  invited  him  to  become  his  disciple, 
that  this  collector  of  tribute  accepted  the  invitation, 
that  in  Consequence  of  his  acceptance  a  repast  was  pre- 
pared, of  which  Christ  and  his  disciples  partook,  that 
certain  Pharisees  to  whom  tax-gatherers  were  obnoxi- 
ous,  seeing  Christ  in  such  company,  censured  him  on 
that  account,  and  that  Christ  answered  '  they  who  are 
whole  need  not  a  physician,  but*  they  whQ  are  sick/ 
Further,  all  three  Evangelists  agree  in  relating  that 
some   disciples  of  John  the  Baptist,  who  were  accus- 
tomed to  a  more  austere  life,  seeing  Christ  at  an  enter- 
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tainment,  expressed  their  surprize  at  it,  and  that  Christ 
answered  them  in  the  parable  of  the  bridegroom,  the- 
parable  of  an  old  garment  mended  with  new  cloth, 
and  the  parable  of  old  bottles  filled  with  new  wine. 
It  is  reasonable  to  suppose  therefore,  that  all  three 
Evangelists  have  recorded  one  and  the  same  fact,  and 
that,  though  they  differ  in  respect  to  the  name  of  the 
collector  of  tribute,  they  mean  one  and  the  same  person. 
Now  since  both  St.,  Mark  and  St.  Luke  agree  in  calling 
him  Acvic,  we  may  conclude  that  '1*7  was  the  name, 
which  was  written  in  the  common  Hebrew  document, 
and  that  both  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke  retained  it  with- 
out any  alteration.  St  Matthew,  on  the  contrary, 
exchanged  the  name  of  '1*?  for  that  of  TIO,  not  be- 
cause *V?  was  a  mistake  in  the  original  document,  but 
probably  because  St  Matthew,  after  he  was  become  a 
disciple  of  Christ,  laid  aside  his  former  name,  which, 
would  have  instantly  reminded  the  Jews  of  an  occupa- 
tion, which  was  offensive  to  them,  and  adopted  a  new 
one,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  apostle  Lebbseus  adopted 
the  name  of  Thaddaeus,  John,  the  cousin  of  Barnar 
bas,  the  name  of  Mark,  and  Saul  altered  his  name  to 
that  of  Paul.  According  to  this  representation  Levi 
(or  Levis)  and  Matthew  were  nothing  more  than  dif- 
ferent names  of  the  same  person*  the  former  being  that, 
which  he  bore,  while  he  was  collector  of  tribute,  the 
latter  the  name  which  he  afterwards  assumed.  In  the 
original  Hebrew  document  the  name  of  vh  was  ascribed 
to  him  in  the  place,  where  bis  invitation  to  the  apostle- 
ship  was  described,  because  at  that  time  he  bore  the 
name  of  Levi :  and  St  Mark  and  St  Luke  retained 
the  name,  which  they  found  in  the  common  Hebrew 
document,  because,  as  they  themselves  were  not  Apos- 
tles, and  had  no  connexion  with  St.  Matthew,  they 
either  did  not  know,  that  St.  Matthew  had  changed 
his  name,  or  were  not  aware  that  the  name  nV,  which 
they  found  in  their  common  document,  denoted  the 
Apostle  Matthew.  But  St.  Matthew  himself,  as  he 
had  laid  aside  the  name  of  '1*7  long  before  he  wrote  his 
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"Gospel,  substituted  the  name,  by  which  he  was  generally 
inown  at-the  time  when  he  wrote. 

9.  If  St.  Matthew  and  Levi  had  been  names  of  two 
different  persons,  and  these  two  persons  had  been  in- 
vited by  Christ  at  the  same  time  to  become  his  disciples; 
it  is  very  improbable  that  St.  Matthew  would  have 
confined  the  whole  narrative  in  such  a  manner  to  him- 
self, as  not  to  give  even  the  most  distant  hint,  that 
another  person  received,  at  the  same  time,  a  simitar 
invitation.  But  if  the  omission  of  the  name  of  Levi 
in  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  must  appear  extraordinary 
under  these  (circumstances,  what  must  we  think  of  the 
omission  of  the  name  'of  Matthew  in  the  place  where 
St  Mark  and  St.  Luke  relate  the  call  of  Levi.  Our 
author  indeed  endeavours,  as  will  presently  appear,  to 
assign  reasons,  which  might  have  induced  these  two 
Evangelists  to  relate  the  call  of  the  one,  and  omit  the 
call  of  the  other.  But  his  reasons  are  merely  imagi- 
nary :  and  if  they  were  ever  so  well  founded,  they  never 
could  justify  a  designed  omission,  as  his  arguments  im- 
ply, of  the  call  of  a  person,  who  was  received  into  the 
number  of  the  twelve  Apostles,  and  that  too  in  the 
very  place,  where  they  relate  the  call  of  his  supposed 
colleague. 

PAGE  98. 

4.  It  is  true  that  St.  Mark  (but  not  St.  Luke)  calls 
Levi  the  son  of  Alphaeus :  but  that  he  was  therefore  a 
relation  of  Christ,  is  an  inference,  which  we  cannot  make, 
unless  we  take  for  granted,  1st,  that  Alphaeus,  men- 
tioned Mark  ii.  14.  as   the  father  of  Levi,    was  the 
same  Alpha  us,  who  is  mentioned  as  the  father  of  James 
the   Apostle,    Matth.  x.  S.  Mark  iii.  18.    Luke  vi.  15. 
and  Sdly,  that  James  the  Apostle,  son  of  Alphas  us,  was 
the  same  James,  who  is  mentioned  Matth.  xiii.  55.  aud 
there  called  one  of  Christ's  brethren,  (a&X^ot.)    This 
is  the  only  mode  of  reasoning,  by  which  a  relationship 
can  be  made  out  between  Levi  and  Christ:  and  if  these 
two  just  .mentioned  positions  could  be  proved  to.be  true, 
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it  would  follow  that  Levi  was  a  brother  of  James  the 
Less,  as  be  is  called,  and  a  relation  of  Christ.  But  the 
first  of  them  it  is  at  least  difficult  to  proye ;  for  we  have 
i\oi  sufficient  data,  to  determine  the .  identity  of  the 
Alphaeus  mentioned  in  Mark  ii.  14*  with  the  A)ph«us 
mentioned  in  Matth.  x.  3,  &c. :  and  the  identity  of 
the  name  is  no  argument  for  the  identity  of  the  persoq, 
since  various  persons,  who  lived  in  Galilee,  might  have 
borne  the  name  of  Alphaeus.  Micbaelis  himself  like-r 
wise  has  since  abandoned  the  opinion  that  the  Alpbnus 
mentioned  in  Mark  ii.  14.  was  the  same  as  the  Alphaeus 
mentioned  in  Matth.  x.  3,  &c.  as  appears  from  what 
be  says,  on  Mark  ii.  14.  in  his  Annotations  on  the 
three  first  Gospels,  published  in  1700.  But  even  if 
their  identity  be  granted,  it  will  be  of  no  use ;  for  the 
other  position  not  only  cannot  be  proved  to  be  true, 
but  may  be  proved  to  be  false.  For  none  of  Christ's 
brethren  believed  in  him,  at  least  not  at  the  time  when 
Jie  chose  his  twelve  Apostles,  since  it  is  expressly  said  in 

John  vii.  5.      Ov&  yap  ol  aScX^omvre  «rt«vov  «c  avrvr ; 

4nd  that  the  twelve  Apostles  bad  been  already  chosen 
at  that  time  appears  from  what  Christ  says  a  few  verses 
before  (John  vi.  70.),  ov&  zyv  Jjiac  **e  &»&*<*  t&Xt  gapiw, 
jc.  r.  X.  See  also  Mark  iii.  2 1.  3 1 .  But  if  none  of  Christ's 
brethren  believed  in  him,  none  of  them  could  have 
become  an  Apostle  :  and  therefore  the  James,  who  is 
mentioned,  Matth.  xiii.  as  one  of  Christ's  brethren 
(a&X^oi)  cannot  be  the  Apostle  James,  the  son  of  Ai- 

Shaeus.  It  cannot  be  objected,  that  the  word  aStX^oc 
as  a  different  meaning  in  John  vii.  5.  from  that  which 
it  has  in  Matth.  xiii.  55.  and  that  in  one  place  it  must 
be  taken  in  a  remote,  in  the  other  in  its  proper  sense ; 
for  this  would  be  to  adopt  a  mere  arbitrary  inter- 
pretation, in  order  to  support  a  previously  assumed 
opinion. 

5.  Though  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke  relate  that  the 
entertainment  was  given  in  the  house  of  Levi,  we  cant 
not  conclude  that  it  was  not  given  in  the  house  of  Sfc 
AJatthew,  without  being  guilty  of  a  peUtiQ  pripcipi*, 
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and  of  taking  for  granted  that  Levi  &nd  Matthew  were 
different  persons.  That  St.  Matthew  has  barely  men- 
tioned the  feast,  without  noticing  the  founder  bf  it,  is  a 
proof  only  of  his  own  modesty. 

6.  This  is  the  only  solid  argument,  which  can  be 
alleged  in  favour  of  the  opinion*  that  Matthew  and 
Levi  were  two  different  persons :  but  this  argument  will 
not  outweigh  the  arguments  in  favour  of  their  identity, 
if  a  reason  can  be  assigned,  why  St  Mark  and  St.  Lake, 
in  relating  Christ's  invitation  of  a  collector  of  tribute  at 
Capernaum  to  become  his  disciple,  agreed  in  calling 
him  Levi,  though  each  of  them  in  his  catalogue  of  the 
twelve  Apostles  has  used  not  the  name  of  Levi,  but  that 
of  Matthew.  And  this  reason  has  been  already  assigned 
in  Note  2. 

7.  It  may  be  here  asked  :  Of  what  Apostles  ?  For 
our  author  himself  acknowledges  in  his  Note  to 
Mark  ii.  14.  that  more  persons,  than  one,  who  bore 
the  name  of  Aiphaeus,  are  mentioned  in  the  New  Tes1- 
tament* . 

8.  That  James,  Joses,  Simon,  and  Judas,  who  are 
mentioned  in  Matth.  xiii.  55,  and  are  there  called 
brethren  of  Christ,  were  sons  of  that  Alpb&us,  who  is 
mentioned  in  Matth.  x.  3.  Mark  iii.  18*  Luke  vi.  15. 
as  the  father  of  an  apostle,  called  James,  is  an  opinion, 
.which  has  been  already  confuted  in  Note  4>  Whether 
their  father  was  likewise  called  Alphiteus,  is  a  question 
of  no  importance  to  the  present  inquiry. 

9.  Even  if  St.  Matthew  (namely,  on  the  supposition 
that  he  was  the  some  as  Levi,  which  must  be  here  sup- 
plied) was  son  of  that  Alphaeus,  who  was  father  of 
the  Apostle  called  James  the  Less,  still  the  inference 
will  be  false,  that  St.  Matthew  was  a  relation  of  Christ, 
because  Alphceus,  the  father  of  James  the  Less,  was 
not  the  father  of  the  four  persons  mentioned  in  Matth. 
juii.  55.  The  Supposition  therefore,  that  St.  Matthe* 
and  Levi  were  the  same  person,  is  not  at  all  affected  by 
St.  Matthew's   silence  in  respect  to  any  relationship 
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with  Christ,  since  the  supposition  warrants  no  such  con* 
elusion. 

page  99. 
^10.  Our  author's  objection  to  the  argument,  which 
he  himself  had  used  in  the  third  edition,  when  clearly 
stated^  is  as  follows.     *  Though   St.  Matthew,  in  his 
catalogue  of  the  twelve  Apostles,  has  not  said  that  he 
was  the  son  of  Alph&us,  as  he  has  of  James  the  Less, 
we  cannot  infer  from  his  silence  on  this  subject,  that  he 
was  not  the  son  of  Alphceus,  because  he  is  equally  silent 
in  respect  to  Lebbaeus,  though  Lebbasus,  as  well  as 
James  the  Less,  was  (as  is  supposed)  the  son  of  AU 
ph&us. — But  if  St.  Matthew  had  been  son  of  that  Al- 
phaeus,  who  was  father  of  James  the  Less,  it  is  pro? 
bable  that  he  would    have  noted   at  least  his   own 
relationship :  and  therefore,  our  author's  objection  to 
his  own  argument  is  not  convincing.     The  argument 
however  is,  for  this  reason,  without  foundation,  that  it 
implies,  what  no  man  can  prove,   that  the  Alphseus 
mentioned  in  Mark  ii.  14.  as  the  father  of  Levi,  was 
that  very  Alphaeus,  \vho  was  father  of  James  the  Less. 
Our  author  has  not  expressed  himself  clearly ;  but  he 
means  to  argue  thus.      According  to  St.  Mark,  the 
father  of  Levi  was  called  Alphaeus :  if  therefore  St 
Matthew  and  Levi  were  one  and  the  same  person,  St 
Matthew's  father  was  called  Alphseus.     But  this  Al- 
phaeus was  the  same  person,  as  the  father  of  James  the 
Less:  therefore,  &c. 

11.  Jt  is  true  that  Christ  might  have  invited  a  per- 
son to  become  his  constant  attendant,  and  yet  not 
receive  him  into  the  number  of  his  Apostles:  whence 
it  appears,  that  there  is  no  absolute  necessity  for  con- 
cluding that  Levi,  if  he  was  a  different  person  from 
St.  Matthew,  was  likewise  an  Apostle.  But  if  the 
arguments,  which  have  been  used  above  in  Note  2, 
can  be  overruled,  and  St.  Matthew  and  Levi  were 
fcally  different  persons,  the  opinion  adopted  by  Hase 


tfOTE*  TO   CHAP.  IV.   SECT.  I.  89 

and  Heumann,  that  Levi  was  the  same  person  as  the 
Apostle,  whom  St.  Matthew  in  his  catalogue  of  .the 
Apostles  call  Lebbeeus,  will  be  found  to  be  not.  wholly . 
destitute  of  support.  For  the  Hebrew  name  ^h, 
especially  if  pointed  ^7  (see  Simonis  Onomast.  N..T- 
P-99),  might  be  expressed  in  Greek  by  AcSacoc,  since 
/3  is  frequently  used  for  l,  as  in  Aa€t£  for  *rfT :  and 
though  the  word  is  written'  AcGScuoc  with  a  double  /3, 
this  addition  is  of  no  consequence,  since  in  other  He- 
brew names  we  sometimes  meet  with  the  same  dupli- 
cation, as  in  Tobit  i.  8.  where  &*&*>pa  is  written 
j±*&>topa.  Further,  the  Apostle  Lebbaeus,  is  supposed 
to  have  been  the  son  of  that  Alphaeus,  who. was  iatber 
of  James  the  Less.  For  in  the  place  where  St.  Mat* 
tbew  has  AcSSaioc  o  Bvuckifietg  GaSSatoc,  ch.  x.  3.  and 
St.  Mark  6aS8atoc,  ch.  iii.  18.  St.  Luke  has  hSag 
laKw&t :  and  since  in  St  Luke's  catalogue  of  the  twelve 
Apostles  I<uc*>€oc  o  rs  A\<pai*  precedes  with  the  interval 
of  only  one  other  name,  that  of  Simon,  the  zealot,  it 
is  supposed  that  St.  Luke  intended  by  l*$at  IokwGs  to 
refer  to  James  the  son  of  Alpbaeus.  Hence  it  is  con- 
cluded that  Lebbseus  was  likewise  the  son  of  Alphaeus. 
Again,  according  to  Mark  ii.  14.  Levi  had  a  father, 
who  was  called  Alph&us:  and  though  no  one  can 
prove  that  this  Alphaeus  was  the  same  person  as  the 
father  of  James  the  Less,  yet  if  St.  Matthew,  and  Levi 
were  different  persons,  we  cannot  prove  the  contrary. 
It  is  therefore  not  improbable  that  Levi  mentioned  in 
Mark  ii.  14.  Luke  v.  27-  was  the  Apostle  Lebbaeus. 
—This  is  the  general  outline  of  the  argument,  which 
may  be  alleged  in  favour  of  the  opinion,  that  Levi 
and  Lebbaeus  were  one  and  the  same  person.  In  fact 
however  they  prove  nothing  more  than,  this:  that,  if 
St.  Mark  and  St  Luke,  notwithstanding  their  agree- 
ment with  St.  Matthew,  not  only  in  the  main  narrative, 
but  likewise  in  all  the  circumstances,  except  in  regard 
to  the  name,  have  really  described  the  call  of  a  different 
person  from  him,  whose  call  St.  Matthew  has.  described, 
the  person  meptioped  by  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  may 
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be  the  Apostle  Lebbieus.  But  if  the  arguments  iu 
favour  of  the  opinion,  that  all  three  Evangelists  have 
related  the  call  of  one  and  the  same  person,  are  valid, 
.as.  they  appear  to  be,  the  notion  that  St.  Mark  and 
St.  Luke  have  related  the  call  of  Lebbeos  to  the 
apostleship,  is  Ungrounded. 

12.  See  Lardner's  history  of  the  Apostles  and  Evao» 
delists*  Vol.  I.  ch.  v.  yi.  (Vol.  VI.  p.  44—48.  ed. 
JLardners  Works,  published  in  1788),  where  the  for 
traditional  accounts,  which  are  extant  of  St*  Matthew's 
history,  are  collected.  But  Lardner  justly  observes, 
*  that  the  diversity  of  those  accounts  seems  to  shew, 
that  they  are  all  without  good  foundation.9 
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13.  Theophylact,  in  the  Preface  to  his  Commentary 
on  St  Matthew,  and  Euthymius  Zigabenus,  likewise  in 
the  Preface  to  his  Commentary  on  St.  Matthew,  (of 
which  however  only  a  Latin  translation  has  been 
printed,  viz.  in  the  Maxima  Bibliotheca,  Tom.  XIX.) 
say  that  St  Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel  eight  years  after 
the  ascension.  And  it  is  better  to  abide  by  their  mode 
of  expression  than  to  substitute,  as  our  author  has  done, 
the  year  41 :  for  it  is  not  absolutely  certain  that  Christ 
was  thirty- three  years  of  age,  when  he  was  crucified. 
Further,  since  chronologers  are  agreed,  that  Christ  was 
.born  at  least  four  years  before  the  commencement  of  the 
vulgar  aera,  great  care  must  be  taken  in  reducing  the 
years  after  the  ascension  to  the  years  of  Christ,  not  to 
confound  the  year  41,  for  instance,  according  to  the 
vulgar,  era,  with  that,  which  was  really  the  41ft  year 
after  the  birth  of  Christ,  for  this  is  at  the  outside  the 
year  37  of  the  vulgar  era.  In  respect  to  dates  in  the 
first  century,  as*  the  vulgar  era  was  not  then  used,  it  is 
a  matter  of  indifference,  provided  we  are  every  where 
consistent,  whether  we  refer  to  the  real  year  of  Christ's 
birth,  or  whether  we  have  respect  to  the  vulgar  era* 

14.  When  our  author  says  that  in  most  of  the  sub** 
jscriptions  to  St  Matthew's  Gospel,  the  year  41  (or  as 
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be  ought  rather  to  have  said  the  eighth  year  after  the 
ascension)  is  assigned  as  the  date  of  its  composition,  it 
must  not  be  thence  inferred,  that  moat  of  the  Greek 
MSS.  really  assign  to  it  this  date :  for  in  the  greatest 
part  of  the  Greek  MSS.,  especially  of  those,  which  are 
written  in  uncial  letters,  no  date  whatever  is  mentioned 
in  the  subscription.  At  least  Wetstein  has  quoted  only 
eleven  out  of  more  than  an  hundred  MSS.  of  the  Gos- 
pels, and  only  one  of.  them  is  written  in  uncials.  •  These 
eleven  however  agree  in  assigning  the  eighth  year  after 
the  ascension.  The  Arabic  Life  of  St  Matthew,  to 
which  our  author  refers,  is  probably  the  work  published 
by.  Kirstenhis  at  Breslaw  in  1608,  under  the  title,  Vit* 
IV.  Evangelistarum  e  codice  Arabico. 

15.  See  what  Lardner  has  said  on  this  subject, 
Vol.  X  p.  362.  ed.  1788. 

16.  The  German  title  of  this  work  is,  Abhandlung 
iiber  die  Grundsprache  des  Evangelii  Mattbsei,  HaHe, 
1755,  8vOw 
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17-  Supplement,  Vol.  I.  p.  110.  or  Vol.  VI.  p.  56, 
ed.  1738. 
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1 8.  An  exception  however  may  be  made,  in  favour  of 
his  fourteenth  argument,  which  is  of  a  different  descrip- 
tion, namely :  '  There  is  also  an  expression  used  by  hira 
(St.  Matthew)  once  or:  twice,  intimating  that  it  was  a 
considerable  space  since  the  time  of  the  event,  and  his 
writing  about  it :  cb.  xxvii.  8.  Wherefore  that  jitld  was 
sailed  the  fold  of  blood  to  this  day.  Having  related  the 
affair  of  the  soldiers,  and  the  directions  given  to  them 
by  the  Jewish  council  to  say,  that  his  dimples  came  by 
*ight%  and  stole  him  away :  he  adds,  and  this  saying  is 
wmtnonly  reported  among  the  Jews  until  this  day,  ver.  15. 
Such. an  expression  tfoes  not  denote  any  certain  period : 
ketone  \*Quld  think,  that  in  this  case,  whereby  must  be 
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intended  a  considerable  apace  of  time,  more  than  eight, 
or  ten,  or  fifteen  years.' 

1$.  In  the  paragraph  to  which  our  author  alludes, 
he  says  only  '  according  to  some  critics  it  was  in  the  year 
61,  though  it  really  must  have  been  much  later.'  The 
opinion  therefore,  which  Michaelis  delivered,  was  rather 
in  favour  of  St.  Paul's  second  residence,  than  in  favour 
of  his  first  residence  in  Rome.  This  contradiction 
arose  from  the  following  oversight.  In  the  third  edition 
of  his  introduction,  he  really  did  understand  the  words 
of  Irenaeus,  as  he  says :  but  he  altered  the  sentence  in 
bis  fourth  edition,  and  yet  forgot  that  he  had  done  so, 
vhep  he  came  to  the  place,  to  which  this  note  relates. 
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20.  It  is  true  that  Cosmas  of  Alexandria  refers  the 
writing  of  St  Matthew's  Gospel  to  the  time  when  St. 
Stephen  was  put  to  dearth.  See  Lardners  Works, 
Vol.  IV.  p.  51.  ed.  1788.  But  Cosmas  does  not  say 
with  Tillemont  that  this  event  happened  soon  after 
the  death  of  Christ :  nor  can  it  have  happened  so  soon, 
as  will  appear  from  a  following  note. 

21.  Tillemonfs  opinion  differs  very  little  from  that 
of  Dr.  Townson,  who  supposes  that  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel  was  written  in  the  year  37.  See  his  Discourses 
on  the  four  Gospels,  p.  120.  2d  ed.  Oxford,  1788, 
8vo.  And  Dr.  Owen  in  his  Observations  on  the  four 
Gospels  (London,  1764,  8vo.)  p.  22.  fixes  it  only  one 
year  later,  namely  in  38. 

22.  That  the  fourth  year  after  the  ascension  was  the 
year  in  which  St  Paul  went  to  Jerusalem  to  confer  with 
St.  Peter  (Gal.  i.  18.).  is  an  opinion  wholly  destitute 
of  foundation.  For  according  to  St.  Pauls  own  ac- 
count (GaL  i.  17,  18.)  he  went  into  Arabia  after  his 
conversion ;  and  after  his  return  to  Damascus,  three 
years  elapsed,  before  he  went  up  to  Jerusalem  to  confer 
with  St  Peter.  Consequently,  even  if  the  time  of  his 
stay  in  Arabia  be  not  taken  into  the  account,  bis 
journey  to  Jerusalem  to  confer  with  St.  Peter  cannot 
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have  happened  so  soon  as  the  fourth  year  after  the  death 
of  Christ  But  St  Paul's  conversion  must  have  hap- 
pened several  years,  later ;  for  at  that  time  the  Jewish 
Sanhedrim  possessed  the  power  of  inflicting  capital-  pu- 
nishments, as  appears  from  the  condemnation  of  St~ 
Stephen  by  the  Sanhedrim  (vyayov  «c  to  SWSpiov,  Acts 
vi.  12.)  which  preceded  St'  Paul's  journey  to  Damas- 
cus :  and  as  long  as  Judaea  was  governed  by  the  Roman 
procurator  Pontius  Pilate,  the  Sanhedrim  did  not  pos- 
sess this  power,  for  the  Jewish  priests  themselves  said 
to  Pilate,  when  they  requested  him  to  condemn  Christy 
ifuv  9k  t£eziv  avoKTuvai  a&va,  John  xviii.  31.  Bui 
Pilate  continued  procurator  of  Judtea  till  the  beginning 
of  the  year  37  of  the  vulgar  era :  for  Josephus,  who 
relates  in  his-  Antiq.  Lib.  xviii.  cap.  4.  §  2.  that 
Pilate,  after;  he  had,  governed  Judeea  ten  years,  was 
dispossessed  of  his  government  by  Vitellius,  proconsul 
of  Syria,  and  sent  to  Rome, .  adds  that  when  Pilate  ar- 
rived there,  Tiberius  was  already  dead :  irpcv  &  ij  rp 
YvfiTp  irpoa^tiv  avrov,  <j>0avei  TcSepiQc  /ictotoc*  Now  Ti- 
berius died  on  the  16th  of  March,  of  the  year  37  of 
the  vulgar  era.  Consequently  the  death  of  St  Stephen* 
St.  Paul's  persecution  of  the  Christians,  and  his  subse- 
quent conversion>  could  not  have  happened  before  that 
year :.  and  therefore  the  journey  to  Jerusalem,  mentioned 
Gal.  i.  18.  which  was  at  least  three  years  later,  could 
Dot  have  takep.  place  before  the  year  40. 

Wbethep  the  condemnation  of  St.  Stephen  and  the 
persecution  of  the  Christians  took  place  immediately 
after  the  departure  of  Pilate,  or  whether  they  happened 
m  a  later  year,  is  uncertain.  But  as  Vitellius  was  as 
favourable  to  the  Jews  as  Pilate  had  been  inimical  to 
them,  and  Marcellus,  the  friend  of  Vitellius,  was  ap- 
pointed by  him  to  govern  Judaea  in  the  room  of  Pilate 
(see  Josephus  in  the  place  above-quoted),  it  is  not  im- 
probable that  the  Sanhedrim  obtained  from  him  a  pri- 
vilege, which  it  did  not  enjoy  under  the  government  of 
Pilate :  and  if  they  did,  they  of  course  took  the  earliest 
opportunity  of  making  use  of  it. 
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SSL  That  St.  Matthew  wrote  bis  Gospel  for  the  use 
of  the  Jewish  converts  ki  Palestine  is  a  point,  on  which 
all  the  ancients  are  agreed  :  but  for  the  opinion  that  be 
wrote  iii  in  the  city  of  Jerusalem*  we  have  no  good 
authority.  It  is  true  that  the  author  of  the  Synopsis, 
falsely  ascribed  to  Athanasiua,  and  the  author  of  the 
Paschal  Chronicle,  assert  it  See  Lardner's  Works* 
Vol*  IV.  p..  $63.  296.  ed<  1788.  Jerusalem  is  like- 
wise mentioned  in  the  subscription  to  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel  in  some  few  Greek  manuscripts.  But  such  late 
and  such  anonymous  authorities  are- of  no  value:  and  it 
is  evident  that  the  ancients  themselves  did  not  know  in 
what  city  St.  Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel ;  for  Jerooi, 
who,  from  his  residence  in  Palestine,  had  the  best  op* 
portonity  of  procuring  information,  says  only  in  general' 
terms,  in  the  Preface  to  his  Commentary  on  St..  Mat* 
thew  (Tom.  IV.  p.  3.  ed.  Martianay),  Evangeliunv 
in  Judaea  Hebr&o  sermone  edidit  And  Chrvsostom 
ki  his.  first  Homily  on  St  Matthew's  Gospel  virtually 
confesses,  that  he  is  unable  to  determine  in  what  city 
any  one  of  the  four  Evangelists  wrote*:  cvfa  pw  *v  ncarc** 

8torpc€uv  eyprn^B,  s  a<po$pa   Set  ttr^vp«ra<r0ai,   (where  in* 

stead  oCSm  some  authorities  have  Swarov).  SeeChrysost 
©pp.  Tom.  VII.  p.  8.  ed.  Montfaucoo. 

24.  St  Luke  virtually  declares  in  Acts  vtii.  ] .:  that 
the  Apostles  did  not  leave  Jerusalem  during  the  perse* 
cutioo,  which  took  place  after  the  death  of  St  Stephen ; 
for  he  says,  *  They  were  all 'scattered  abroad,  through* 
out  the  regions  of  Judea  and  Samaria,  except  the  Apos- 
tle*? And  in  ver.  14.  '  When  the  Apostles  which  wtere 
at  Jerusalem,  &c.'  Likewise  in  ch.  ix.  2&*-» 30.  where 
he  mentions  St  Paul's  arrival  in  Jerusalem*  after  his 
conversion,  he  speaks  in*  general  terms  of  the  Apostles, 

being  still  there. 
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25.  Whatever  interpretation  be  given  to  the  words 
of  Irenaeus,  whether  we  suppose  that  he  meant  that  St. 
Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel  during  St  Paul's  first  rest* 
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deuce  ia  Rome,  described  in  Acts  xxviii.  or  during  & 
second  residence,  we  shall  be  equally  well  able  to  ac- 
count for  the  circumstance  that  St*  Matthew's  Gospel 
was  unknown  to  Sl  Luke.  For  in  either  case,  if  St. 
Luke  wrote  his  Gospel  before  he  quitted  Palestine  to 
accompany  St  Paul  to  Rome,  he  wrote  before  St> 
Matthew :  and,  if  on  the  other  hand  he  wrote  his 
Gospel  after  be  had  left ,  Palestine,  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel,  eveo  if  written  bef6re  that  of  St  Luke,  would 
have  remained,  if  not  wholly  unknown  to.  him,  at 
least  unseen  by  him,  since  transcripts  of  written  books 
were  not  sent  from  one  quarter  of  the  globe  to  another 
with  that  rapidity,  with  which  we  now  distribute  copies 
of  printed  books. 

26.  The  words  of  Origen  on  this  subject  are  quoted 
by  Eusebius,  Hist  Eccles.  Lib.  VI.  cap.  85. 


SECTION  II. 
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I.  The  words  used  by  Irenaeus  preclude  this  expla- 
nation :  for  Irenaeus  expressly  says,  that  St  Matthew's. 
Hebrew  Gospel  was  published  while  St  Paul  and  St 
Peter  were  preaching  in  Rome.     O  fuv  Sir  MarOotoc  €*• 

roc?  'E€pacoi£  ry  i&fl  ScaXcicry  aurwv  ecu  ypa^v  c&vfyiKy 
roayycAis,  t«  Ilcrps  xat  ra*  IlavAs  cv  Pai/if   &iayy*\iCoftnw* 

icai  St/ifXisvraiv  rtfv  «cxAti<nov.  Adv.  lieres.  Lib.  III.  cap.  1 • , 
£•  This  is  the  only  instance  of  an  internal  note  oC 
time,  from  which  it  might  be  inferred  that  St  Mat- 
thew's Gospel  was  written  before  Herod  Agrippa, 
grandson  of  Herod,  the  Great,  had  been  appointed  king 
of  Jud&a  by  the  emperor  Claudius.  But  in  fact.  thist 
ioterqal  note  of  time  is  a  mere  imaginary  one,  fpr  it. 
was  not  the  practice  of  ancient  historians  to  distinguish 
kings  of  the  same  name  by  any  particular  mark,  or  by 
the  addition  of  4  the  first,'  '  the  second/  and  so  on,  as, 
is  the  practice  of  modern  historians.  When  the 
Romans  invaded  Macedon  after  the  close  of  the  second 
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Puqic  war,  Philip,  who  then  reigned  in  Maccdon,  wad 
the  third  king  of  that  name :  yet  Livy .  in  the  thirty-first 
and  following  books,  of  his  history,  in  which  he  relates 
the  Macedonian  war,  calls  him  simply  Philippus,  with-* 
out  any  distinguishing  epithet  whatsoever,  since  the 
circumstance  of  the  history  itself  dearly  shewed,  that 
neither  Philip,  the  father  of  Alexander,  nor  Philip,  the 
sbn  of  Cassander,  could  be  meant   ^  In  like  manner 
Herod  the  Great  is  called  simply  "Hpuditc  o  fiaotXwq, 
Matth.  ii.  1.  without  any  additional  epithet  to  distin- 
guish him  from  bis  grandson  Herod  Agrippa,  who  was 
likewise  king  of  Judaea,  because  it  could  not  have  oc- 
curred to  the  writer, .  though  he  bad  written  either 
during  or  later  than  the  reign  of  the  other  Herod,  that 
any  of  his  readers  could  make  so  strange  a  mistake,  as 
to  suppose  that  king  Herod,  under,  whose  reign  Christ 
was  born,  was  not  Herod  the  Great,  but  bis  grandson. 
St.  Luke  also  in  bis  Gospel,  ch.  i.  5.  calls  Herod  the 
Great  simply  'HpuSqc  o  fiaaiXtv^  without  any  additional 
epithet  to  distinguish' him  from  his  grandson:  and  in 
the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  ch.  xii.  1.  he  gives  to  Herod 
Agrippa  the  same  title  'HpwStrc  6  /3a<nAei/c,  without  any 
additional  epithet  to  distinguish  him  from  his  grandfather. 
For  St.  Luke  could  not  suppose,  that  any  one  would 
imagine,  the  Herod,  who  beheaded  James  the  Apostle 
(Acts  xii.  2.)  was  Herod  the  Great,  any  more  than  he 
Could  suppose,  that  one  would  mistake  the    Herod, 
under  whose  reign  Christ  was  born,  for  the  Herod, 
who  beheaded  St.  James.     Further,  the  same   title, 
which  St.  Luke  gives  both  to  Herod  the  Great,  and 
to  bis  grandson,  is  given  by  St  Mark  to  Herod  An- 
tipas    (son  of  Herod  the  Great),  who  is  commonly 
known  by  the  title*  of  tetrarch  of  Galilee,  a  title  how* 
ever,  which   St  Mark   never  gives  him,  but  on  the 
contrary  calls  him  in  ch.  vi.  14.  o  jSaatXwc  'HpuStic,  or 
as  the  Codex  BeZee,  and  some  other  MSS.  read  *Hp*t$9£ 
o  /3<unXsvc.    The  indiscriminate  application  therefore  of 
this  title  to  the  various  reigning  Herods  makes  it  im- 
possible to  deduce  any  inference  from  the  use  ,of  it 
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in  Matth.  ii.  U  hi  respect  to  the  time,  when  St  Mat- 
thew»  Gospel  was  written,  or  even  when  the  two  first 
chapters  were  written,  if  they  were  not  written  by  St. 
Matthew.  And  if  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  which 
Were  undoubtedly  written  long  after  the  reign  of  Herod 
Agrippa,  St  Luke  thought  it  unnecessary  to  distinguish 
this  Herod  by  any  other  appellation  than  that  of  'Hjw&rc 
•  J&mXcvc,  though  St  Luke  himself  had  in  his  Gospel 
already  given  the  same  title  to  the  grandfather,  the  sup*! 
position  that  either  St  Luke  or  St  Matthew  (for  our 
author's  inference  applies  equally  to  both)  would  have 
distinguished  Herod  from  his  grandson,  if  be  had 
written  after  the  reign  of  the  latter,  is  evidently  devoid 
of  foundation.  And  it  is  the  more  remarkable,  that 
our  author  should  apply  the  argument  to  the  Gospel  of 
St  Matthew,  as  in  a  following  section  (ch.  vi.  sect  5.) 
where  another  writer  is  quoted,  who  applies  it  tp  the 
Gospel  of  St  Luke,  he  positively  rejects  it     . 
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3.  Namely  in  the  Note  to  Matth.  ii.  1. 

4.  If  Matth.  i.  ii.  were  not  written  by  St. .  Matthew 
himself,  but  were  afterwards  prefixed  to  bis  Gospel,  it 
is  no  necessary  consequence,  that  the  author  of  them 
wrote  after  St  Matthew,  since  they  may  have  existed 
in  a  separate  document  under  the  title,  which  they  still 
bear,  BtSXoc  ynwwc  lip*  Xpm.  even  before  St  Mat- 
thew's Gospel  was  written :  and  therefore  the  use  of  the 
expression  HpuSvc  o  (bunk**  in  ch.  ii.  1.  can  prove  no- 
thing in  respect  to  the  time  when  St  Matthew  himself 
wrote,  if  tne  two  first  chapters  were  written  by  a  dif*. 
Jerent  person*    But  whether  they  were,  or  were  not,  is 
of  no  importance  to  the  present  inquiry,  since  the  ex- 
pression contains  no  internal  note  of  time,  as  has  been 
already  shewn. 

5.  If  St  Matthew's  Gospel  (on  the  supposition  that 
it  was  written  before  St  Luke's  Gospel)  remained  un- 
known to  St  Luke  for  no  other  reason,  than  because 
it  was  written  in  Hebrew,  that  is,   in  the  language 

VOL.  III.  PART  II.  u 
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spoken  in  Palestine,  in  .the  time  of  ihelApostles,  .Sfc 
Luke  must  have  been  unacquainted  with  fcbat  language) 
for  otherwise/  the  circumstance,  that  St  Matthew's 
Gospel  wad  written  in<  Hebrew,  could  ndt  have  been 
the  cause;  why  St.  Luke  made  nb  use'  of  hi  But  it  is 
impossible  to  read  a  page  cti  St;  Luke's  Gb3pel  without 
perceiving  the  author's*  in  ttvajg acquaintance  with  tbi 
Hebrew  turns  df  expression.  Besides,  it  has  been  *bew» 
in  the  Dissertation  on  thfe  Origin  of  our  three  first 
Gospels,  eh.  15—1*.  not  only  that  St  Luke  made  use 
of  Hebrew  ddcumtnfs,  but  likewise  in  what  manner  he 
used  them/     •  .  i       .  <  •» 

'  6,  If  the  arguments  in-  favbur  of  a  late  date  for  the 
Composition  of  St  Matthew's  Gospel  be  compared  with 
those  in  favour  of  an  early  date,  it  will  be  found,  that 
the  former  greatly  outweigh  the  latter.  In  the  firtfc 
plate,:  tbo evidence  in  favbur  of  a  lute' date  is  ancient, 
whereas  the  evidence  jo  favour- of  an  early  date  is' 
modern.  A  writer  of  the  second  century,  as  Irenaeus 
was,  had  surely  better  means  of  information  in  respect 
to  a  fact  in  the  first  century,  than  any  writer  could 
baver  who  lived  in  a  later  age.  And  it  is  incredible, 
that  Irenssus  would  have  assigned  to  the  Composition 
of  St  Matthew's  Gbspei  a  later  date,  than  that,  which 
lie  liad  really  heard,  since  he  could  have  bad1  no  mtitive 
for  -so  doing;  and  if  he  had  been  instigated  by  any 
motive/  to  substitute  his  own  conjecture  to j the  report; 
which  bad  been  mad4  to-  him,  it  is  probable,  if  we 
may  judge-  from  the  practice  of  •"  later  etdeaiastieal 
writersy  that  he  Would  have  endtavbtired  rather  to 
augment,  thai!  to  diminish  the  antiqetty  of  St.  Mat- 
thew^ Gospel  i  Further,  we  may  trace  in  what  manner 
the  period,  which  elapsed  between  the  death  of  Christ 
and  the  composition  of  St  -Matthew's  Gospel,  as 
assigned  by  Irenaeus,  gradually  diminished.  For,  ac- 
cording to  Irensgus*  thirty  years  must  have  elapsed. 
Now  in  the  Paschal  Chronicle,  as  it  is  called,  which 
was  written  in  the'  seventh  century,  tb&nuttber  -thirty 
i*  exacrty  halved;  and  the  fifteenth  yeftir  after  the  death 


NOTES  TO   CHAP.  IV.   SECT.  If.  99 

of  Christ  is  a&sighed  as  the  year  when  St.  Matthew 
wtote :  and  four  centuries  afterwards,  Theophylact  di- 
tfttesF  this  half,  and  makes  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  written? 
to*  ifitf  eighth  yeAr  after  the  death  of  Christ.  These 
4iJcefe&fce  divisions  of  the  period  assigned  by  I  rente  us 
tfrfc  a!6ne  sufficient  to  Excite  a,  suspicion  against  them/ 
artd  dbhs^iiently  to  augment  the  credibility  of  the  ori- 
gfaal  dtXib.  It  cannot  be  supposed  either  that  the  author 
of  the  Pfecbal  Chronicle,  or  Theophylact,  had  access  to 
M&orichl  inforcriation  on  this  subject,  which  had  escaped 
tbeit)otic6  of  Irferiefcus :  and  at  any  rate,  if  the  former* 
had  good  itistorteftl  authority  for  reducing  the  period 
tssSeried  by  lreheus  to  only  one  half,  the  latter  could 
fl6t  have  good  historical  authority  for  halving  it  again. 
Either  one  therefore,  of  both  of  them,  must  have  de- 
livered mere  matter  of  opinion :  and  it  is  not  difficult 
to  discover  the  cause,  which  gave  birth  to  each  of  their 
opinions.  Almbst  all  writers,  who  have  rejected  the  tes- 
timony of  Irenseus,  have  contended,  that  it  would  havd 
been'  improper  for  St.  Matthew  to  have  deferred  writing 
his  Gospel  so  long  as  thirty  years  after  the  death  of 
Christ;  and  therefore  they  have  diminished  this  period 
in  a  greater  or  less  degree,  according  to  the  circum- 
stances, which,  as  they  supposed,  rendered  the  compo- 
sition of  St  Matthew's  Gospel  necessary.  Now  it  lias 
been  thought  necessary  that  St.  Matthew  should  haye 
IrKtten  his  Gospel  before  the  Apostles  left  Jerusalem  to 
preach  the  Gospel  in  other  countries.  But  in  the 
Acts  no  mention  is  made  of  any  number  of  Apostles 
being  together  in  Jerusalem  after  Acts  xv.  where  the! 
conncil  of  the  Apostles  and  elders  at  Jerusalem  is 
described :  and  as  this  council  was  supposed  to  have 
been  held  abobt'  fifteen  or  sixteen  years  after  the  death 
of  ^Christ;  the  first  alteration  of  the  period  assigned  by 
Jrenreus  was  a  diminution  of  it  to  one  half,  as  in  the 
Paschal  Chronicle.  Later  writers  again  supposed,  that, 
if  not  all  the  Apostles,  at  least  the  greatest  part  of 
them,  and  among  them  St.  Matthew,  had  already 
left  Jerusalem,  when  St.  Paul  arrived  there  three  years 

H2 
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after  his  conversion,  because  in  the  £pist)e  to  the  Ga~. 
latians,  ch.  i.  18,  1J>.  be  says,  that  he  saw  no  other  of 
the  Apostles  than  St.  Peter  and  St.  James :  and/  since 
it  was  calculated  that  about  eight  year&  had  elapsed  at 
this  titue  after  the  death  of  Christ,  (see  Note  £2.  to 
the  preceding  section),  the  date  of  *  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel  was  further  reduced  from  the  fifteenth  to  the, 
eighth  year  after  the  ascension,  as  by  Theophylact, 
And  it  is  probably  owing  to  the  authority  of  Theo- 
phylact,  which  was  very  great  in  the  Greek  church, 
that  we  find  in  the  subscriptions  to  so  many  Greek 

manuscripts  c&ooOq  vV  avra  fitra  xpowc  OKriarrfCTB  Xpro 

mvakriipewG  * :  for,  if  we  except  the  Codex  Cyprius,  which 
however  in  the  opinion  of  Simon  was  not  written  before 
the  tenth  century,  all  the  manuscripts,  from;  which  this, 
or  indeed  any  date  has  been  quoted,  whether  by  Mill, 
Wetstein,  Matthai,  Birch,  or  other  critics,  are  all  writ* 
ten  in  small  letters,  and  are  therefore  probably  poste- 
rior to  the  age  in  which  Theophylact  lived. 

To  oppose  these  late  opinions,  for  they  are  nothing 
more  than  mere  opinions,  to  the  assertion  of  Irenaeu*, 
who  lived  so  near  to  the  time  of  the  fact  in  question,  is 
surely  to  violate  the  laws  of  sound  criticism.  Besides* 
these  opinions,  if  not  improbable,  are  at  leqst  destitute 
of  support.  For  in  the  first  place  the  supposed  pro- 
priety of  a  fact  can  never  prove  the  existence  of  that 
fact:  and  therefore  however  great  we  may  represent  to 
ourselves  the  advantages,  which  might  have  been  de* 
rived  from  an  early  composition  of  St  Matthew's 
Gospel,  we  cannot  thence  conclude  that  it  really  was 
written  either  within  eight,  or  even  within  fifteen  years 
after  the  death  of  Christ*  That  St.  Matthew  wrote 
his  Gospel  before  the  Apostles,  that  ist  before  the 
greatest  part  of  them,  left  Jerusalem,  is  likewise  mere 
conjecture.  For  Eusebids,  to  whom  appeal  is  made 
in  support  of  this  opinion,  says  nothing  more  than  that, 

*  Bat  Nicephorus  Callisti,  who  lived  in  the  fourteenth  century, 
had  again  recourse  to  the  opinion,  that  it  was  written  in  the  fifteenth 
year  after  the  ascension. 
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*  When  St  'Matthew  was  about  to  go  to  other  people, 
be  delivered  his  Gospel  to  the  Hebrews  in  their  own 
language  * ;  but  Eusebius  does  not  say,  when  St  Mat- 
thew left  Judaea,  or  even  when  he  left  Jerusalem,  and 
it  is  probable  that  Eusebius  did  not  know  the  time, 
or  be  <woi)ld  have  mentioned  it  Nor  is  it  possible  to 
determine  when  the' greatest  part  of  the  Apostles  left 
Jiktea :  for  though  Acts  xv.  is  the  last  place,  in  which 
6t  Luke  speaks  of  an  assembly  of  Apostles  at  Jerusalem, 
yet,  as  all  the  following  chapters  of  the  Acts  are 
wholly  confined  to  the  history  of  St  Paul,  we  cannot 
argue  from  his  silence  in  respect  to  the  twelve.  It  is 
therefore  at  least  possible,  that  St  Matthew  remained, 
if  not  in  Jerusalem,  at  least  somewhere  in  Judaea,,  ten 
or  even  fifteen  years  after  the  council  described  in 
Acts  xv. :  and  the  bare  possibility  of  it  is  sufficient  to 
destroy  the  force  of  those  arguments,  which  depend  on 
the  contrary  supposition.  The  opinion  therefore  that 
St  Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel  within  fifteen  years  after 
the  death  of  Christ,  whether  we  assume  exactly  the 
fifteenth  year,  with  the  author  of  the  Paschal  Chronicle 
and  Nicephorus  Callisti,  or  whether  we  reduce  it  to 
the  eighth  year,  with  Theophylact  and  the  subscriptions 
to  several  Greek  manuscripts,  or  whether  we  make  a 
further  reduction,  as  some  late  critics  have  done,  is 
destitute,  not  only  of  direct  historical  support,  but  like- 
wise of  that  support,  which  its  defenders  have  endea- 
voured to  give  it  by  the  aid  of  induction. 

Since  then  the  early  dates,  which  have  been  assigned 
to  the  composition  of  St  Matthew's  Gospel,  are  them- 
eelves  incapable  of  proof,  it  remains  only,  that  we 
examine,  whether  Irenaeus,  in  testifying  that  St.  Mat- 
thew wrote  his  Gospel  at  the  time  that  St.  Peter  and 
&L  Paul  were  together  in  Rome,  has  asserted  any  thing/ 
which  is  in  itself  incredible,.  Now  Eusebius  has  quoted 
thp  words  of  hceoaeus  not  only  without  expressing  the 

*  Jfar&pof  juv  yap  vportpov  Efyatoic  «lpv£af ,  *£  tpcXXc  cat  tf  ktp*K 
*2***h  *wpc?  yXyrnf   ypa<fny  icapaduQ    to  tear    ayroy  EvayycXioy,  c.  r.  X. 

t.  Eccles.  Lib.  III.  cap.  24. 
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least  distrust  as  ,to  the  truth  at  them  *,  but  baa  pfev 
faced  them  in  the  following  manner,  H*3t  Eeclea,  lib. 

V.  cap.  8.  Eirci  &  ap^ofuvoi  rue  wpdyfum igc  'wvay/m* 
mnoitifuOa,  wapa&psffdai  Kara  Ktupoy  uwovftC  *flC  Tk*v.  of 
£oio>v  cicfcAi|acaniCtt»v  wj>€<r€vrfjt>fcry  re  rai  onyypa^iftiv  "parrot, 
tv  ale  Tac  ir*p*  rwv  tvSiadqjcftiv  ypae)«*p  etc  aursg  jearcXflsavc 
wapa&xrctc  ypa^l  irapaScSwicaai,  t«t«v  &  jw  o  Etpii  vatoc  w> 
^epe  jcac  rae.  avrs  rapaOwficfla  Xc£itc.     He  then  (JUDteS'  life 

words  of  Irenaeus :  d  /wv  &  Marfan*  sv  roic  'B€pamc.rf 

«SifL  avrwv  SiaXcicry  jcac  ypa^qv  «&?£/*€?  EuayycXit,  r*  Ilcrp* 
cat  T8  riavXt*  sv  Pw/rp  ftjayycXtfr/utvaiv  K<a  dqicXcavroir  rifF 

ucicXi|aiav#  It  appears  then  that  Eusebius  describes  the 
assertion  of  Irenaeus  a$  ij  vtpt  ra>v  at&afajcw  :yp«4**v  «t 

avrov  *ear«X(Wa  wapaSoatc*;  and  *ape8o*tc>.  *S   used  bj 

the  ancient  fathers,  does  pot  signify  a  mere  unoertaua 
tradition,  but  good  and  credible  evidence  delivered  by 
one  person  to  another,  whether  in  writing  or  in.  speak- 
ing, and  is  applied  even  to  the  Gospels,  which  were 
cafled  evayytXiicai  Trapa&xrac.  See  Suiceri  Tbete&nia, 
Tom.  II.  p.  576.  Eusebius  then,  since  he  has  neither 
here  nor  elsewhere  advanced  an  opinion  on  this  subject 
which  contradicts  the  assertion  of  Irenaeus  *{*,  riiby  be 
rather  supposed  to  have  tacitly  assented  to  it  What 
Epiphanius  says  is  likewise  consistent  with  the  account 
of  Irenaeus,  as  far  as  relates  to  St  Matthew:  for  be 
aays  in  Haeres.  LI.  cap*  6.  tvffug  &  /*?*«  rov  M«r#wov 

aKoksOoQ  ytvofuvo?  o  Majwcoc  *y  ayty  Jlcrpy  cv  Pst/tp  cinrpfr- 
wcrat  ro  cuayycXiov  cjcfartfat*  kui  ypmpac  airoecXXerai  yw©  r» 
ayis  UsTp*  ccc  tijv  r*iv  AiyvnTtwv  X(l,Pav-      But  ^  ^  M&rk 

wrote  soon  (cvfac)  after  St  Matthew,  and  yet  wrote  so 
long  after  his  arrival  in  Rome  vyith  St  Peter,  tbat 

*  Eusebius  in  general  placed  great  confidence  in  the  tmtimgmj 
of  Ireneeus :  for  in  another  place  (Lib.  III.  cap.  28.)  speaking  of  the 
testimony  of  Irenaeus  and  Clement  of  Alexandria,  to  the  feet,  that 
St.  John  lived  to  the  reign  of  Dotnitian,  he  says,  rtroc  tf  av  ««*  ovrot. 

+  When  Eusebius  says  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel  when 
he  was  going  to  leave  Judaea,  no  one  can  assert,  that  he  contradicts 
lrenteus,  because  no  one  knows  token  St.  Matthew  left  Judara,  as 
has  been  already  shewn. 
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the  cdpapositkmof  hia  Gospel  i«unedfete)y  preceded 
St.  Mark's  departure,  it  is  consonant  to  the  axrcoudt 
of  Epiphaniw  to  suppose  that.  St..  Matthew  likewise 
wrote  after  St*  Peter's  arrival  -  in  Items, .  Theodore  jrf 
Mopsuestia,  who  was  a  .contemporary  of  Eptphfeniua* 
says,  still  more  plainly  i  that  St.,  Matthew  wrote  aftet 
St.*Peter  was  arrived,  -in  Rome*,  and,  adds  that  St.  Jahg 
waa  then  arrived  at  Epheaus.  „.  For,  .in  JfcerJfofl&cfi-to 
bis  Catenaun  Johannes*,,  after  having,  related  ifcatjibd 
Apoatlesi  remained  a  considerable  time  (i *i  *o&>4>  yp****) 
at  Jerusalem , he  sayq,  that  in  process,  of  time.  <*•  xP*«* 
irpo€avroc)  the  Apostles,  went  into  other  countries,  thai 
St.  Peter  went  to  Roibe,.  *nd  St.  John  to  Epbesui,  aad 
then  immediately  adds;  ymrai  tqivvu  cv  tstw:  ©wv  tativwii 

EpayytXirov  ucS<xri«,  MarOais  re  x<u  Mapjrfj  #c.  T-tJu    Nttf 

isilpe.  account  of  Irebseus  ipntredictedihy  anyjecctei 
aiastical  writer  either  of  the  second,  or  of  tbetbii;d,  at 
of  the  fourth,  or  .even  of  the  fifth  century :  .for  alii  tbd 
authors,  /who  assign  an  .jearly  date  to .  St«  Matthew'* 
Gospel  lived  after  the  fifth  century,  .as  appear*  from 
Lardner's  History  of  the  Apostles  qnd  EysngeAista; 
ch,  v.  sect  2. .  It  is  true  that .  qcithe*  Clement,  xrf 
Alexandria,  ner  Origen,  jaor  Jerom,  &e.  have  posft 
terely  confirmed  the  testimony  of  bailie  us,  s«nce>,they 
toe  silentas  to  the  year,  in  which  St.  MaUhqiy  ;wrote;: 
but  then  their  silence  cannot  be  so,. construed,*  asa^o 
make  it  a  contradiction,  of  Irenams.  .  But  if  neitbe* 
Eusebius,  who  quoted  the  words  of  Jnenasus,  jboc 
Epipbaaius,  nor  Theodore  of  JVlopsuestk,  nor  any  other 
ecclesiastical  writer,  of  the  five  first  centuries,  bteecved 
any  thing  incredible  in  the  account  of;  IrenasuB  relative 
to  the  time  when  ,  St*'  Matthew's  Gospel  was  written^ 
it  may  be  asked ;: .  what  reason  can  be  assigned,  .why  we 
should  reject  it. as  incredible  ?  .    .  • ,  ) 

Now  it  has  been  asserted  that  the  very  fact,  by  which 
Irenaeus  determines  the  time  when  St.  Matthew,  wrote 
his  Gospel,  is  itself  an  imaginary  one,  it  not  being 
true,  that  St.  Peter  ever  was  in  Rome.  Could  "this 
assertion  be  proved  it  would  certainly  destroy  the  credit, 
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which  would  otherwise  be  due  to  Iremetra :  for  though 
the  determination  of  time  by  a  reference  to  a  contem- 
porary fact,  if  that  fact  is  well  known,  and  admits  of 
no  doubt,  is  still  more  satisfactory  than  the  bare  mention 
of  a  date,  since  a  date  is  more  easily  forgotten  than  a 
feet,  yet  on  the  other  hand,  if  that  fact  is  false,  the 
ground  of  determination  vanishes,  and  with  it  the  de- 
termination itself.  But  the  argutnents,  which  have 
been  used  in  favour  of  the  opinion,  that  St.  Peter  never 
was  in  Rome,  affect  only  the  opinion  that  he  came 
there  before  St.  Paul,  and  this  opinion  they  certainly 
do  affect  For  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans,  which  was 
written  from  Corinth,  implies  that  neither  St  Peter 
nor  any  other  of  the  Apostles  had  been  at  that  time 
in  Rome :  and  that  St.  Peter  was  not  in  Rome  when 
St.  Paul  arrived  there  with  St  Luke,  is  at  least  pro- 
bable, since  St.  Luke  in  Acts  xxviii.  16—31.  where 
he  describes  St.  Paul's  arrival  in  Rome,  and  his  recep- 
tion there,  says  nothing  of  St.  Peter,  which  we  might 
expect  that  he  would  have  done,  if  St  Peter  had  been 
there.  Further,  in  none  of  the  Epistles  which  St  Paul 
wrote  from  Rome,  is  the  least  mention  made  of  St 
Peter,  which  appears  at  least  to  imply,  that  St  Peter 
was  not  there,  when  those  Epistles  were  written,  unless 
it  be  supposed  that  the  dissension,  of  which  St.  Paul 
speaks  in  Gal.  ii.  11.  still  subsisted.  But  if  we  allow 
to  these  arguments  their  full  force,  the  possibility  still 
remains  that  St  Peter  came  afterwards  to  Rome,  and 
that  he  was  there  before  the  death  of  St  Paul.  And 
that  St.  Peter  really  was  in  Rome  is  a  fact  so  strongly 
attested  by  the  ecclesiastical  writers  of  the  four  first 
centuries,  that  it  is  difficult  to  withstand  their  united 
evidence.  It  is  asserted  by  Clement  of  Alexandria,  by 
Origen,  Eusebius,  Athanasius,  with  other  writers  pf  the 
Greek  church,  and  by  Tertullian,  Cyprian,  Lactantius, 
Jerom,  and  other  writers  pf  the  Latin  church  \    One 

*  See  the  authorities  quoted  in  Lasdner's  History  of  the  Apostles 
and  Evangelists,  ch.  xviii.  sect.  5.  Vol.  VI.  p.  556—561  «L 
J788.  r 
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should  suppose  that  the  early  members  of  the  Latin 
church  especially  could  not  have  been  mistaken  in 
respect  to  so  plain  a  question,  whether  St  Peter  ever 
was  in  Rome,  or  not.  And  on  the  other  hand,  if  they 
it'new  that  it  was  false,  or  doubted  the  truth  of  it,  but 
propagated  the  story  in  order  to  enjoy  the  reputation 
of  having  had  two  Apostles  among  them  as  teachers, 
(for  no  doubt  could  be  made  that  St  Paul  went  to 
Rome)  it  would  not  have  been  so  generally  asserted 
by  the  members  of  the  Greek  church,  on  whom  this 
motive  could  have  no  influence.  That  some  of  the 
fathers  *  have  assigned  a  too  early  date  to  St  Peter's 
arrival  in  Rome*,  cannot  be  used  as  an  argument,  that 
the  whole  story  is  false :  for  we  all  know  by  experience, 
that  a  man  may  be  very  certain  as  to  the  reality  of  a 
fact,  abd  yet  have  wholly  forgotten  in  what  year  it 
happened.  As  to  the  expression  SfyuAcsvwv  rnv  tiacXwriav, 
•which  Irenssus  likewise  uses,  it  must  not  be  understood, 
as  if  IrenaBus  intended  to  say  that  the  first  foundation 
of  the  church  of  Rome  was  jointly  laid  by  St  Peter  and 
St  Paul,  for  dc/taXcooi,  signifies  not  only  '  fuqdamentum 
jacio,'  but  likewise  '  stabilio,'  and  '  confirmo :'  and 
that  Irenaeus  has  here  used  it  in  the  latter  sense  can 
admit  of  no  doubt.  For  no  man,  who  had  read  St 
Paul's  Epistle  to  the  Romans,  in  which  the  author 
declares,  ch.  i.  1 3.  that  he  had  not  then  been  in  Rem:  3, 
and  yet  describes  in  ver.  8.  the  Christian  community 
as  being  already  in  so  flourishing  a  state,  on  ij  ron* 

avrw  KarayytWerat  sv  oXy  rip  ftotffiy,   Could   think  of 

attributing  the  first  establishment  of  that  community 
either  to  St  Paul  alone,  or  to  St  Paul  in  company 
with  any  other  Apostle :  and  that  Irenaeus  was  well 
acquainted  with  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans  is  certain, 
for  he  has  made  quotations  from  almost  every  chapter 
of  it,  sis  any  one  may  see  on  turning  only  to  the  Index 
locorutri  scripture  sacra  in  Massuet's  edition.  Who- 
ever argues  therefore  from  the  expression  de/uXwvi-fciv  rnv 

#  Eusebius  for  instance  (Hist.  Eccles.  Lib.  II.  cap.  14.)  says 
that  &U  Peter  arrived  at.  Rome  ip  the  tjme  of  Claudius. 


• 
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matlkn<rwv,  and  endeavours  to  convict  Irenmiatf  a  fake? 
hood,  on  the  supposition  that  he  used  dcpeXcow  in  the 
«ense  of  '  fund  amen  Luqa  jack)/  argues  without  foua- 
dation. 

The  objections  therefore  which  have  been  made  to 
the  evidence  of  Irenseus,  in  respect  to  the  time  wbea 
St.  Matthew's  Gospel  was  written,  are  by  no  means 
sufficient  to  destroy  its  validity :  and  since  it  is  tbe 
.most  ancient  evidence  on  this  subject,  and  is  contra- 
dicted by  none  of  tbe  fathers  of  the  five  first  centuries, 
there  can  be  no  reason  for  rejecting  it.  Besides,  we  may 
shew  on, other  grounds,  that  it  is  at  least  highly  pro- 
table;  if  not  absolutely  certain,  that  St  Matthew'* 
Gospel  was  not  written  within  ^ight,  or  within,  fifteen, 
or  even  within  twenty  years  after  the  death  of  Christ 
.Every  critic  will  readily  admit,  that  tbe  diligtat  Jnqui- 
ries,  which  St  Luke,  as  he  himself  says  in. his  Preface^ 
made  into  the  history  of  Christ,  were  made  either  in 
Jerusalem  itself  or  at  least  somewhere  in,  Palestine 
since  during  his  travels  in  Greece  and  Asia  Minor  he 
had  no  opportunity  of  conversing  with  eye-witnesses  to 
Christ's  transactions.  Now  Troas,  a  sea-port  town  of 
the  lesser  Phrygia,  was  the  place  where  St.  Luke  en- 
tered into  St  Paul's  company,  whether  St  Luke  re- 
sided at  that  time  in  Troas,  or  whether  only  an  occa- 
sional journey  bad  brought  him  thither. .  for  St.  Luke 
constantly  speaks  of  St.  Paul  and  his  companions  in 
the  third  person  before  St  Paul's  arrival  at  Troas, 
Acts  xvi.  3.  and  even  his  arrival  there  he  relates  in  the 
third  person,  saying,  irapcX0ovric  &  rn»  Mugigy  km0& wup 
«c  T(KMiSa :  but  the  departure  from  Troas  .be  relates  in 
the  first  person,  saying,  ver.  11.  ayayfkvriQ  w  euro  t«c 
TpoxiSoc  cvSpo/iiioraftfv  etc  2apo0pajoiv.  After  this  place 
St  Luke  mentions  only  two  journeys  to  Judaaa*  tbe 
one  in  Acts  xviii.  22.  tbe  other  in  Acts  xxu .  8.  On 
tbe  first  of  these  two  journeys  St  Luke  did  not  accqp*- 
pany  St  Paul,  for  in  relating  this  journey  he.  uses  4gp*o 
tbe  third  person  :  on  the  second  he  did  accompany  St. 
Paul,  for  in  describing  that  journey  be  resumes  tbe  first 
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jpecsoq,  sayjpgr  'Ck.  XKfc  8.  nAflfr/w*  «c  Katoapwav,  add 
airc&uvopcv  ac  IcjMMntXiifu  It  was  at  this  time,  tbat.St* 
Paul  was  taken  prisoner  by  the  Jews,  and  was  sent  by 
Claudius  Lysius  to  Felix  the  Roman  governor,  who 
resided  at  Caesarea,  where  St.  Paul  continued  in  prison 
two  years  till  the  arrival  of  Festus,  when  he  was  sent 
to  Rome,  and  was  accompanied  thither  by  St.  Luke* 
No  doubt  therefore  can  be  made,  that  it  was  during 
tbes<e  two  years,  which  St  Luke  spent  in  Judaea,  that 
be  ra»de  the  diligent  inquiries, .  of  which  he.  speaks  in 
bU  preface,  and  at  least  collected  the  materials  fpr  bis 
Gospel,  if  be  did  not  draw  it  up  there.  Now  it  ftp^ 
pears  from  the  •  Dissertation  on  the  Origin  of  the 
three  first  Gospels,  ch.  15 — 13.  that  St.  Luke  pro- 
cured two  Hebrew  documents,  the  one  containing  ft 
narrative  of  facts  relative  to  Christ,  the  other  a  cpljecr 
tion  of  discourses  and  parables,  but  that  h$  had  no 
knowledge  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  <  Consequently  it 
is  at  least  tygbly  probably  that  $t.  Matthew,  wbp  wrpte, 
if  not  in  Jerusalem,  at  least  somewhere  in  Judqea,  M 
all  the  ancients  are  agreed,  did  not  write  his  Gospel 
till  after  SL  Luke  had  left  Judaea  to  accompany. St. 
Paul  to  Rqme:  for  if  St  Matthew's  Gospel  had 
existed  at  the  time  when  St,  Luke  wa§  in  Judaea  col- 
lecting the  materials  for  his  own  Gospel,  it  wpt^ld 
hardly  have  escaped  the  notice  of  a  writer,  who  pro- 
fessedly made  such  diligent  inquiries,  and  who  pctqaUy 
procured  two.  other  documents  on  the  ?ame  subject 
This  argument  then  so  far  confirms  the  testimony  jpf 
Iren&us,  as  it  shews  that  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  was  qqt 
written  till  after  St  Paul  was  gone  to  Rome*  But  ifi 
what  particular  year  it  was  written,  after  that  event,  ip 
a  question,  which  involves  so  many  difficulties,  that  the 
most  prudent  part,  which  we  can  take,  ia  to  copfess.our 
inability  to  determine  it.  > 

With  respect  to  the  time  when  the  Greek  translation 
was  made,  all  that  can  be  affirmed  with  certainty  i$, 
that  it  was  not  made  till  after  the  Gospels  both. erf 
St.  Luke  and  of  St.  Mark   had  been  written.    Sep 
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the  Dissertation  on  the  Origin  of  the* three  first  Gospel^ 
ch.  15. 


SECTION  III. 
PAGE  113. 

1.  See  Note  1.  to  Sect  vi.  of  this  Chapter. 

S.  The  German  title  is,  Abhandlung  von  der  Grand- 
sprache  des  Evangelii  Matttnet. — As  our  author's  in- 
quiry into  the  original  language  of  St.  Matthew's 
"Gospel,  which  takes  up  seven  entire  sections,  is,  though 
upon  the  whote  the  very  best  which  has  been  instituted 
on  this  subject,  in  many  places  prolix  and  tedious,  and, 
in  consequence  of  its  being  controversial,  abounds  with 
repetitions  and  digressions,  with  which  the  reader  may 
dispense,  I  have  taken  the  liberty  to  omit  in  the  trans- 
lation not  only  many  single  sentences,  but  sometimes 
whole  paragraphs.  I  have  omitted  however  nothing 
Which  was  essential  to  the  subject,  as  every  one  will 
perceive,  who  compares  the  original  with  the  trans- 
lation. 

3.  The  early  Protestant  writers,  who  began  to  con* 
tradict  the  opinion,  which  had  been  generally  received 
in  the  Greek  as  well  as  in  the  Latin  church  from  the 
second  to  the  fifteenth  century,  that  St.  Matthew  wrote 
in  Hebrew,  appear  to  have  been  influenced  by  party 
spirit,  and  a  desire  of  opposing  the  church  of  Rome; 
It  is  well  known  that  the  council  of  Trent  had  declared 
the  Latin  Vulgate  the  standard,  to  which  appeal  was  to 
be  made  in  att  cases  of  controversy.  To  this  the  Pro- 
testants objected,  and  asserted  (what  however  is  not 
true)  that  no  appeal  to  a  translation  can  be  valid,. 
Conscious  therefore,  that  the  members  of  the  church 
of  Rome  might  retort,  '  You  yourselves  are  obliged, 
when  you  quote  from  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  to  quote 
from  a  translation,'  they  undertook  to  defend  a  per- 
fectly new  opinion,  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Greek, 
its  well  as  the  other  Evangelists ;  and  setting  aside  the 
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testimony  of  aH  antiquity,  they  eqdeavoured  to  sapport 
Ibeir  opinion  by  arguments,  which  were  foreign  to  a 
question  of  historical  fact. 

*  *  * 

PAGE  1 14. 

4.  Within  these  last  ten  or  twelve  years,  several 
eminent  German  critics  have  declared  themselves  in 
favour  of  the  opinion  that  St  Matthew*  wrote  in  He- 
brew: foe  instance,  Adler  in  his  treatise  Nonnulla 
Matthaei  et  Marci  enunciata,  &c.  p.  24. :  Eichhon* 
in  his  Univ.  Lib.  of  bibl.  literature,  Vol.  V.  p.  977 : 
Halfeld,  de  origine  quatuor  Evangeliorum,  p.  47 : 
Starr,  id  lib  Design  of  the  Evangelic  History,  Ac. 
p.  361 :  Corrodi,  in  his  Illustration  of  the  Canon, 
Vol.  II.  p.  152  :  Bolten,  in  the  Preface  to  his  German 
translation  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel :  J.  E.  C.  Schmidt, 
in  a  treatise  published  in  Henkes  Magazine,  Vol.  IV. 
p.  576. 

5.  Published  at  Coburg  in  1730. 

6.  Namely,  Walton,  Cave,  Mill,  Kidder,  and  Scott : 
to  whpm  may  be  added  Williams,  who  has  written .'  A 
dissertation  on  the  original  language  of  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel/  which  is  prefixed  to  his  '  Free  Inquiry  into 
the  authenticity  of  the  first  and  second  chapters  of 
St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  London,  1789,  8vo.  2d  ed.' 
Dr.  Cafnpbell  likewise  in  his  excellent  Preface  to  St. 
Matthew's  Gospel,  §  2 — IS.  has  well  argued  in  favour 
of  the  opinion  that  St  Matthew  wrote  in  Hebrew. 

7.  The  theological  proof,  as  it  is  called,  that  St. 
Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel  not  in  Hebrew,  but  in  Greek, 
runs  thus.  The  words  of  the  whole  New  Testament 
were  writteb  bv  inspiration.  Therefore  the,  words* of 
St.  Matthew's  Gospel  were  written  by  inspiration.  But 
if  the  words  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  were  inspired, 
tfaey  must  have  been  written  by  St.  Matthew  himself, 
since  if  they  had  proceeded  only  from  a  translator, 
they  would  not.  have  been  inspired.— Now  this  argu<< 
snent  would  just  as  well  prove  that  St.  Matthew  wrote 
in  English  or  in  French,  as  that  he  wrote  in  Greek* 
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Ia>fpet  the  argument,  as  otir  anthpr  justly  observes  m 
the  place  to.  which  be  .refers,  contains  a  glaring  <petitb 
priocipii.  For  if  it  be  admitted  that  the- words  tose* 
by  the  Evangelists  themselves  were  inspired,  it  will  fol- 
low indeed  that  the  word*  of  St  Matthew's  original  were 
inspired ; .  but  when  the  question  is  in  agitation,  whether 
St  Matthew  wrote  in  Greek  or  in  Hebrew,  we  cannot 
set  Out  with  the  proposition  that  the  words  of  {be  whole 
Greek  Testament  wete  inspired  without  taking  for 
granted  the  thing  to  be  proved*  i 


.  i 
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8.  In  fact  all  such  priori  arguments  would  just  e£ 
well  prove  that  the  original  manuscript  in  St  Matthew's 
own  hand  writing  was  now  extant 


* • 
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page  117. 

1.  Dr.  Masch  (p.  39.)  does  not  give  a  different 
interpretation  of  these  words,  but  only  denies  the  fret, 
which  follows  from  the  interpretation  which  Simoo, 
MichaeKs,  and  several  other  eminent  critics  have  pat 
fipon  them.  But  that  the  words  of  Paplas  do  not  imply 
that  several  Greek  translations  were  made  of  St  Mat* 
tbew's  Hebrew  original,  appears -from  what  has  been 
said  in  the  Dissertation  on  the  origin  of  our  three  first 
Gospels,  cb.  15.  Note  r. 

PAGE  181. 

2.  Namely,  in  the  interpretation  of  the  New  Tests* 
meat ;  for  the  Jews  had  long  used  allegorical  interpre- 
tation in  the  Old' Testament  Ernesfi,  speaking  of  the 
interpretation  in  the  Old  Testament  before  the  tim* 
Of  Origen,  says,  '  Sola  reRnquebatar  intefpretstio 
rerom,  qoee  ad  oaco&opnv  fieret  ih  cctaVetotibus  ttcroroiri 
caussa,  atqneetiam  in  iibrts,  quay  foyfan*  et  prteCepta 
Christians  veritatiteftpHcaret,  illustraret,  et 
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tiiatemque  hoitandb,  moveodo,  consolando .  aleret  ap 
toborwret,  quo  gtnere  interpretation  is  hodie  ntagistrt 
ktdonjm  puerilittra,!  et  concioaatores  populareaj.  et  li* 
brdrum  asceti  coram  scriptorea  utuatur.  In  eo  aano 
fait  et  semper  mansit  usus  allegoriarum,  aed  modicus^ 
et '  c|ui  interpretation!  ei  qua  proprie  dickur,  fa.  e+ 
grammatical  nihil  obesset:  donee  Origeneii  imbatu* 
IberisiJudaicky  et  philosophia  Gracamcaingmmque  ipse 
mien*,  Umgius  progressus  allegorias  minis  et  intcrdum 
mtm-i&rmento  ac  prape permdt  grammatict  sensw 
pentdutu+e&S  Y*t  Ernest*  in  that  very  dissertation; 
front  which  fbe  preceding  passage  is  an  extract,  §.4v 
endeavour*  by  an  induction  to  shew,  €  quicquid  vetustas 
boNibabei  inter  inttrpretes  S.  librorum  e  genere.  literati, 
el  qoic^oid  est  in  iis  beni,  id  vel  prope  totum  fluxiaae 
aUOrigene,  vet  saltern  ihitia  ab  Origenis  libris  habuisse, 
§  49»>  aod  has>  prefixed  to  the  dissertation  the  following 
ttdd,  De  Origene  interpretations  librorum  SS.  gram* 
mattcre  ductofe.  This  apparent  contradiction  he  recon- 
ciicfe  4  31.  by  saying:  allegorise  sunt  rerum  potiua 
qafetii  vdrborum,  nee  allegoria  qusritur  ante,  quatn 
seasus  verborum>  per  graramaticas  artes  sit  repertus. 
Hafr  adds  however .  in  the  same  place :  neque  tamen  is* 
ego  war  qui  negem  nimis  looge  allegoriarum  studio 
progrpesmn  esse  Origenem.  The  dissertation  is  printed- 
mr£rnesti  O^uscola  philologica  critica,  _ecL  2d  Lugduui. 
Bali  iT^SySvo.  :  and  I  have  made  the  preceding  extracts 
from  it,  lest  the  title  should  induce  any  one  to  suppose, 
that  Origen,  in  the  opinion  of  Ernesti,  rejected  al|e- 
goricahinterpretation. 
• 

PAGE  124. 

3.  It  is  the  duty  of  those,  who  reject  the  evidence 
of  Ireuaras,  to  prove  that  it  rests  only  on  the  authority 
of  Bajriss^and  it  is  very  unjust  to  require  from  those ^ 
isrfao'  admit  it;  a  proof  of  the  contrary.  Were  thia 
dereadd*  admitted,  the  testimonies  of  the  antiefcts  would 
be  so  curtailed,  as  to  be  reduced  almost  to  nothing;; 
for  is  would  be  allowable  in  no  instance  whatsoever*  to 
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quote  more  than  one  ancient  writer  in  favour  of  the 
same  fact,  if  tbe  bare  possibility  that  the  testimony  of 
the  ooe  was  nothing  more  than  tbe  echo  of  the  tes- 
timony given  by  the  other,  were  a  sufficient  reason  for 
rejecting  that  testimony.  Bat  this  is  a  consequence, 
which  even  they  ^  ho  make  the  demand  do  not  admit, 
and  therefore  shew  by  their  own  practice,  the  impro- 
priety of  the  demand  itself. .  However  in  the  present 
instance  it  is  not  wholly  impossible  to  satisfy  the  demand, 
for  we  can  shew  that  it  is  highly  probable,  that  Iieiueus 
bad  the  authority  of  Polycarp  for  what  hfe  has  said  both 
of  St.  Matthew  and  of  the  other  Apostles. .  In  his  third 
book  against  heresies,  cb.  iii.  §  4.  be  speaks  of  Poly- 
carp in  tbe  following  manner.    IloAwcapiroc  &  •  «©vw 

VWQ  airovoXwv  pa&frcvOuc,  cat  awava^pa^cif  iroXXot?  rote 
rov  Xpceov  ffttpajcomv,  ak\a  kui  vvo  airoroXitv  icarmaAac 
«C  niv  Afftav  cv  rp  cv  Zpvpvf  cjacXif<ria  nrtttcovoe,  ow  jcoc 
ijpctc  iupajcapcv  cv  ry  irpc#m  i?fta>v  cXucia ,  *•  r.  X.     And  in 

his  Epistle  to  Florinus,  of  which  Eusebius  (Hist  Eccles. 
Lib.  V.  cap.  20.)  has  preserved  a  fragment,  he  says,  that 
every  thing  which  he  saw  and  heard  delivered  by  Poly- 
carp, had  made  such  an  impression  on  his  memory : 

•ivc  fU  SwaoQai  etirctv  jcoc  rov  roirov,  cv  y  jca0c£o/tcvoc  &c* 
Xrytro  o  fuucapUK  IloXvicapiroc,  cai  rac  irpoo&c  avrs  cai 
rac  ciaoSsCt  *«*  rov  ^apaicr^pa  rs  /3ts,  teat  rifv  tb  o-tyiaro? 
i&av,  cm  rac  &aXc£ac  ac  orocciro  irpoc  ro  *)Xi|0oc,  cat  rn» 
fitra  Iwaws  <rwavocpo^nv,  *Jc  a*TryycXXc,.ieat  niv  fiera  w 
Xoiiratv  t*>v  cupaicortiv  rovKupiov,  icai  «c  aircfwyiovcvc  tk 

Xoyac  avrw.    And  a  few  lines  after  he  adds  :  rovro  & 

rorc  &a  ro  cXcbc  m  ©c»  ro  cv  c/iot  yryovoc  ovvScuttc  ^ksov, 
vro/ivnp&rtfrpfvoc  avra,  bk  cv  XaPrP*  a^  **  *V  C/*P  ,cap^lfl> 
rat  act  $ia  r*v  xaPcv  rs  ®w  yvifowc  avra  avapapvKt*fi*u 

If  then  Ireaanis  had  sucb  respect  for  his  master  Poly- 
carp, if  be  fixed  in  bis  memory  all  things,  which  be 
beard  from  him,  and,  as  he  himself  says,  constantly 
ruminated  on  them,  there  is  reason  to  believe  that 
Irensus  has  related  nothing,  either  in  respect  to  tbe 
Apostles  in  general,  or  to  St.  Matthew  in  particular, 
which  was  inconsistent  with  what  he  had  heard  from 
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Polycarp.  And  if  he  really  had  hie  information  from 
Polycarp,  his  testimony  becomes  still  more  important : 
for  since  Polycarp,  as  I  re  n©  us  testifies,  was  conversant 
with  several  of  the  Apostles,  and  other  eye-witnesses  to 
the  transactions  of  Christ,  Polycarp  must  have  known, 
whether  St  Matthew's  Gospel  was  written  originally 
in  Hebrew,  or  in  Greek.  It  will  be  objected  perhaps 
that  Polycarp  never  saw  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  either 
in  the  Hebrew  or  in  the  Greek,  since  he  has  no  where 
quoted  it  by  name :  and  for  this  reason  even  Dr.  Less 
admits  that  the  quotations  of  Polycarp,  which  agree 
with  the  text  of  St.  Matthew,  do  not  afford  an  absolute 
proof,  that  Polycarp  took  them  from  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel,  as  I  have  already  observed  in  the  Notes  to  the 
first  volume  of  this  Introduction,  Ch.  i.  §  2.  Note  3. 
But  on  the  other  hand  no  one  can  prove,  that  Polycarp 
did  not  quote  from  St  Matthew's  Gospel :  and  since 
he  has  really  quoted  in  his  Epistle  to  the  Philippians 
(see  Lardner's  Works,  Vol.  II.  p.  92.  ed.  1788.) 
several  passages  with  the  following  formule,  <J?  ««v  o 
Ku(mo£,  or  jcaOwc  etircv  o  Kvpto?,  which  passages  are  con- 
tained in  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  it  is  more  reasonable 
to  suppose  that  Polycarp  copied  them  from  St  Mat* 
thew's  Gospel,  though  he  has  not  expressly  said  so, 
than  that  he  received  them  from  oral  tradition,  or  that 
he  took  them  from  some  other  document,  which  is  now 
lost.  Besides,  though  in  the  single  Epistle  to  the  Phi- 
lippians, which  is  all  that  is  now  extant  of  Polycarp's 
works,  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew  is  not  mentioned 
by  name,  and  even  though  it  were  true;  which  how* 
ever  no  one  can  prove,  that  Polycarp  has  not  quoted 
it  in  that  single  Epistle,  it  would  be  very  unfair  to 
conclude  that  he  never  quoted  it  in  any  other  work, 
and  still  more  so,  to  conclude  that  he  had.  no  know- 
ledge of  it  On  the  contrary,  Polycarp's  connexions 
were  such,  that  if  St  Matthew  wrote  a  Gospel  at  all, 
Polycarp  must  not  only  have  known  it,  but  must  have 
known  likewise  in  what  language  St.  Matthew  wrote  it 
We  are  reduced  therefore  to  this  dilemma.     Either 

VOL.  III.   PART  II.  I 
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the  Gospel  attributed  to  St.  Matthew  is  a  forgery  in 
his  name,  qnd  written  after  the  apostolic  age,  or  Poly- 
carp  was  able  to  communicate  to  Ireneeus  the  necessary 
information  about  it  But  in  the  former  case  Irensus, 
the  disciple  of  Polycarp,  could  never  have  imagined 
that  St.  Matthew  was  the  author  of  it  Consequently 
Polycarp  was  able  to  communicate  to  Irenseus  the  ne- 
cessary information  relative  to  St.  Matthew's  Gospel : 
and  therefore  it  is  highly  probable  that  Irenseus  learnt 
from  Polycarp,  that  St  Matthew's  Gospel  was  written 
originally  in  Hebrew. 

«  • 
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4.  Catal.  Script.  Eccles.  cap.  36.  Tom.  IV.  P.  ii. 
p.  1 1 1.  ed.  Martianay. 

PAGE  128, 

5.  See  Suiceri  Thesaurus,  Tom,  II.  p.  576. 

w 
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6.  Tom.  IV.  P.  ii.  p.  102.  ed.  Martianay. 

* 

* 
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.    7.  In  the  place  quoted  by  our  author  in  Note  k. 


SECTION  V. 

PAGE  137. 

1.  Origen's  own  words  (Tom.  III.  671.  ed.  Dela- 

frue)  af e  :  cijXovoTt  iroXXii  -ye-yovcv  ij  rtav  avriypafav  Scarpa, 
are  airo  paOvfitag  nvwv  ypafewv,  cite  airo  toX/luic  tivwv  fioyf 
Sripaq  tyiq  SiopQwazwQ  tu)V  ypa^optviov,  eite  Kai  airo  TftDV  to 
lavToiq  Sojfsvra  ev  ry  iiopOwtru  irpoariOtVTfav  if  atyaipavrwv. 

But  what  gives  the  greatest  weight  to  the  objection 
how  under  consideration,  Origen  immediately  adds: 

rtiv  fitv  sv  ev  toic  avTiypatyoig  rr\q  rrakaiag  ScaOificirc  fkafwtav 
0es  SiSovtoc,  ivpofiev  ia<raaOai9  KpiTtipitf  xpqaaptvoi  race  Xoc- 
Trace  tJcSoataiv*  rwv  yap  a/A<£i/3aXXo/u£vwv  irapa  roc?  t&ofi% 
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xovra  Sta  m\v  r«#v  avrtypafw  8ta^wv<av,njv  Kpimv  Trotiiaafitvoi 
rwAonrov  tkSoa&av  to  crw^Sov  cicccvocc  e^vAa£a/iev,  Kat  rtya 
fuv  te&Xtrafttv  $v  rip  E8paiKy  pi)  Kuptva,  /ujj  roXjtufcrairrcc 
atrra  iravrii  ircpctAeiv*  rcva  &  fur  acepuncan'  TrpoadhfiKafuv,  iva 
$if  Aov  p  on  )ut|  K€t/U€va  irapa  roic  cESo/Lit|jcovra  cjc  rwv  Xourfciv 

fjc&xrcwv  <rvp<t><M)v<M)g  ry  ESpaucy  7rpo<n0j)Ka/nv.  By  this  ob- 
servation Origen  virtually  confesses  that  he  had  no  He* 
brew  original,  by  which  he  could  correct  the  Greek 
text  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  as  he  had  corrected  the 
Greek  text  of  the  Septuagint  by  the  Hebrew  Bible. 

2.  The  objection,  which  our  author  here  combats, 
was  first  made  by  Lardner,  from  whom  Masch  pro- 
bably borrowed  it*  See  Lardner's  Works,  Vol.  II, 
p.  ,542.  ed.  1788. 

3.  Jeroni  ,in  his  third  book  against  the  Pelagians 
(Tom.  IV,  P.  ii.  p.  533.)  says,  '  In  Evangelio  juxta 
Hebraost  quod  Chaldaico  quidem  Syroque  sermorje, 
sed  Hebraicis  Uteris  scriptum  est,  quo  utuntur  usque 
bodie  Nazareni,  secundum  Apostolosy  sive,  ut  plerique 
autumant,ji£rta  Matthaum,  &c. :'  and  in  his  Catalogue  , 
of  ecclesiastical  writers,  under  the  article  Jacobus  (lb. 
p.  102.)  he  says,  '  EvangelHim  quoque,  quod  appella- 
tor secundum  Hebraos,  et  a  me  nuper  in  Gracum  La- 
tanumque  sermonem  translatum  est,  quo  et  Origines 
rape  utitur,  &c.  From  these  two  passages  it  appears 
that  Origen,  in  several  parts  of  his  works,  bad  quoted 
from  a  Hebrew  Gospel,  called  the  *  Gospel  according 
to  the  Hebrews/  that  the  same  Gospel  had  likewise 
the  appellation  of  the  *  Gospel  according  to  the  Apos- 
tles/ and  moreover  that  it  was  supposed  by  many,  at 
least  in  the  time  of  Jerom,  to  have  been  no  other  than 
the  Hebrew  Gospel  of  St  Matthew.  Further,  among 
the  works  of  Origen  now  extant,  which  are  very  few  in 
comparison  of  what  he  wrote,  there  are  still  two  pas- 
sages, in  which  he  has  quoted  this  Gospel,  which  he 
himself  calls  to  Kaff  'ES/xusc  evayytXtov.  See  Grabe 
Spicilegium  Patrum,  Tom.  I.  p.  26,  27«  It  is  certain 
therefore,  that  Origen  not  only  possessed,  but  occa- 
sionally quoted  a  Hebrew  Gospel,  which  among  other 

i  2 
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titles  bad  that  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel :  and  it  is  like- 
wise certain  that  Origen  has  not  applied  this  Hebrew 
Gospel  in  the  correction  of  those  passages. in  the  Greek 
text,  on  which  he  himself  entertained  a  doubt* 

4.  See  the  following  Note. 

PAGE  138. 

5.  But  if  Origen  really  believed  that  the  first  of  o  w 
canonical  Gospels  was  a  Greek  translation  of  that  He- 
brew Gospel,  which  he  himself  has  quoted  by  the  title 
ro  KaO'  'Egpotec  tvayyeXiov,  he  certainly  would  have  ap- 
pealed to  the  Hebrew,  wherever  he  entertained  doubts 
in  respect  tQ  the  Greek  text,  for  the  very  same  reason 
that  he  appealed  to  the  Hebrew  Bible  in  doubtful  pas- 
sages of  the  Septuagint.  But  the  fact  is,  Origen.  did 
Hot  believe,  that  the  first  pf .our  canonical  Gospels  wa? 
a  Greek  translation  of  that  Hebrew  Gospel,  or  rather 
he  knew  that  it  was  not  His  very  neglect  to  appeal 
to  it  in  doubtful  passages  of  the  Greek  text  is  alone 
sufficient  proof  of  this  assertion:  and  it  is  fully  con* 
firmed  by  the  fragments,  which  are  still  extant  of  the 
Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews  *.  Besides,  Origen 
in  a  place  where  he  quotes  the  Gospel  according  to  the 
Hebrews,  says,  'si  tamen  placet  alicui  suscipere  illud 
non  ad  auctoritatem,  sed  ad  manifeatationem  propositi 
qu&stionis.'  See  Grabe  Spicilegium,  Tom.  I.  p.  26. 
It  is  true  that  this  passage  no  longer  exists  in  the  Greek 
text :  but  the  other  quotation,  which  Grabe  has  like- 
wise proposed,  does  exist  in  the'  Greek,  and  this  quo- 
tation Origen  likewise  introduces  in  a  similar  manner, 

saying,  hlv  Ss  Trpoffurat  rig  ro  icaO't  'E&paisg  mayytAiov. 

Nor  did  Jerom  believe,  or  at  least  he  was  not  convinced, 
that  this  Gospel  was  St.  Matthew's  original :  for  in  that 
case  be  would  not  merely  have  said  of  it,  '  quod  vacatur 
a  plerisque   Matthffii  authenticum/  and  *  ut  plerique 

*  The  most  complete  collection  of  these  fragments  is  in  Jones's 
New  and  full  method  of  settling'  the  canonical  history  of  the  New 
Testament,  Vol.  I.  p.  380-^-350. 
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nuturnant)  juxta  Mattbfeum,'  (Tom.  IV.  P.  i.  p.  47. 
P.  H.  p.  53S.  -ed.  Martianay).  Besides,  since  Jerotp 
translated  this  Gospel  both  into  Greek  and  into  Latin, 
there  must  have  been  a  material  difference  between  the 
contents  of  this  Gospel  and  the  contents  of  our  first 
canonical  Gospel :  and  though  the  former  had  probably 
much  matter  in  common  with  the  latter,  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  Gospels  of  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  have, 
yet  on  the  other  hand  the  former  must  have  had  much 
matter,  which  was  not  contained  in  the  latter,  as  is 
the  case  likewise  with  the  Gospels  of  St.  Mark  and  St. 
Luke.  'For  unless  this  were  true,  Jerom's  translation 
of  the  former  would  have  been  unnecessary.  Had  the 
difference  between  these  Gospels  consisted  merely  in  a 
few  variations,  such  a3  arise  from  a  multiplication  of 
copies  of  the  sam$  work,  Jerom's  object  would  have 
be£n  attained  by  a  bare  notation  of  those  variations : 
and  moreover  in  that  case  he  would  have  more  fre- 
quently appealed  to  the  Hebrew  in  his  Commentary  on 
6t  *  Matthew. 

But  from  these  concessions  the  advocates  for  the 
opinion  that  St.  Matthew  wrote   his   Gospel  not  in 
Hebrew,  but  in  Greek,  can  derive  no  advantage  what- 
soever. -  For  though  Origen  did  not  believe,  that  our 
first  canonical  Gospel  was  a  Greek  translation  of  that 
Hebrew   Gospel,    which   lie   has  quoted  by  the  title 
to  staff  'E€pauic  tvayytXiov,  it  cannot  be  thence  inferred, 
that  in  Origeh's  opinion    it  was    translated  from  no 
Hebrew  Gospel :  and  though  he  did  not  believe  that  St. ' 
Matthew    wrote    the    Hebrew    Gospel    Kaff  'Efyaisc, 
we  cannot  thence  infer,  that  in  Origen's  opinion  St. 
Matthew  wrote  no  Hebrew  Gospel  at  all.     Even  there- 
fore if  Origen  had  said  nothing  further  on  this  subject, 
he   could  not  be  quoted  in  favour  of  the  opinion  that 
St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Greek ;  and  since  he  has  declared 
elsewhere  in  the  most  unequivocal   manner,  that  St. 
Matthew  really  wrote  his  Gospel  in  Hebrew,  it  cannot 
fee  a  matter  of  doubt  on  which  side  of  the  question 
Origen  decides. 
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.  It  14  true  that  there  is  one  passage  in  Qrigen's  works 
(De  Oratione*  cap.  27.  Tom.  I.  p.  245.  ei  Delarue), 
which  appears  at  first  sight  to  imply,  that  in  Qrigeo's 
opinion  St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Greek,  and  is  quoted 
for  that  purpose  by  Lardner,  Vol.  II.  p.  541.  ed,  1778. 
In  this  passage  Origen  speaks  of  the  word  cirtsoioc,  which 
occurs  in  the  Lord's  Prayer,  Matth.  vL  11.  and  Luke 
xi.  3.     Of  this  word  Origen  says,  rpwov  Sc  tst  i*u>vt 

on  ij  Ae£ic  V  E7ri8<rcov  wap  8&v*  tu>v  'EXXijvtuv  src  rwv  cro^wv 
wofiazaC  art  cv  rp  rwv  iSioitwv  <n/vr)0up  rerpiirrat,  a\X*  foucc 
irtirXaadai  viro  twv  EvayytXtcaiv*  owip>«)(0i?<xav  ysv  o  Mar* 

dococ  Kat  o  As/cac,  k.  r.  X.  Hence  it  has  been  inferred, 
that  in  Origen's  opinion  St.  Matthew  himself  used  the 
word  cirtmnoc,  and  therefore  that  he  wrote  in  Greek. 
But  that  this  inference  is  without  foundation  appears 
from  what  Origen  says  a  few  lines  afterwards :  unyioca 

ry  JLirisaitt)  icpoaiiyopia  c?t  irapa  Mawrp  ytypapfuvn,  vwq  0«i 

cipn/Ltcvii*  'Yftcic  &  EcrcdOc  fide  Xaoc  7rcpt8(Ttoc.>  These  Greek 
words  are  taken  from  the  Septuagint,  Exod.  xix.  5. 
which  Origen  certainly  did  not  suppose  were  written  by 
Moses.     If  Origen  then  could  quote  these  Greek  words, 

and  call  them  irpcxnryopia  irapa  Mwvap  ytypaftfitvnp   his 

quotation  of  cn-tsaioc  from  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  no 
more  proves  that  in  Origen's  opinion  St  Matthew 
himself  (and  not  his  translator)  uged  that  word,  than 
his  quotation  of  ireptscnoc  from  Exod.  xix.  5.  can  prove 
that  in  Origen's  opinion  Moses  himself  used  irtproioo 
In  like  manner  the  Latin  fathers,  when  they  quote  the 
words  of  the  Vulgate,  speak  of  them  as  the  words  of 
the  Evangelist?.  But  if  a  Latin  father  should,  say, 
that  in  the  Lord's  Prayer  both  St.  Matthew  and  St 
Luke,  have  the  expression,  *  pan  is  supersubstantialis/ 
or  an  English  commentator,  that  they  have  the  expres- 
sion '  daily  bread/  no  man  would  conclude  that  in  the 
opinion  of  the  former  the  Evangelists  wrote  in  Latin, 
or  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  latter  they  wrote  in  Eng- 
lish. It  is  a  lax  mode  of  speaking  adopted  by  writers 
of  every  age  and  nation,  and  is  very  admissible,   when 
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the  question  does  not  immediately  relate  to  the  original 
language  of  the  Gospels* 

page  139. 

6.  The  Greek  text  of  this  passage  has  been  quoted 
in  Note  1. 

7.  Our  author's  mode  of  reasoning  on  the  passage, 
which  he  has  quoted  from  Origen,  is  very  unsatisfactory : 
and  he  himself  appears  to  be  not  quite  satisfied  with  it, 
if  we  may  judge  from  the  doubtful  manner,  in  which  be 
expresses  himself  in  the  last  sentence.  The  real  cause, 
why  Orjgen  did  not  appeal  to  the  Hebrew  Gospel  tcaff 
'EfyaMg  has  been  already  assigned  in  Note  5 :  where  it 
has  been  likewise  shewn  that  no  inference  can  be  de- 
duced in  favour  of  the  opinion,  that  St.  Matthew  wrote 
in  Greek* 

v  PAGE  140. 

8.  Origen's   own   words   (Tom.  III.    p.  932.  ed. 

Delarue)  are,  MarOatog  bk  tirtyiipri<nv  aXX  typaxptv  c£  ayis 
K€vv'fiivo£  jrvtvfiaroQ*  d/Liocaic  Kat  Mapicoc  *cai  Ictmvvijc,  vapa- 
ir\n<nwg  $c  Kai  Awca?'  ro  fuvroi  tviyiypanfitvov  kqt  Aiyvir- 
rwc  tvayytXiov,  icac  ro  tmytypafifuvov  twv  SwSeica  evayycXcov 
oi  avyypaipavTSQ  €TtytiptiGai>.     This  is  the  text  of  the 

Benedictine  edition :  but  in  the  text  quoted  by  Simon 
(Hist  des  Comment,  ch.  v.  p.  82.)  from  Greek  manu- 
scripts, the  words  Biriytypa/Jifuvov  kqt  AiyvwriSQ  tvayytXiov 

km  to  are  omitted.  Perhaps,  however,  the  omission 
arose  from  a  mere  oversight,  and  was  occasioned  by  the 
bouuBOteleuton.. 

9.  See  Note  3. 

1 0.  The  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  and  the 
Gospel  according  to  the  Twelve  were,  according  to 
Jeroup,  one  and  the  same  Gospel :  and  that  Origen  did 
not  consider  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews  as 
Su  Matthew's  original,  appears  from  Note  5.  . 
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11.  In  the  Dissertation  on  the  origin  of  our  three  first 
Gospels,  ch.  xv.  it  is  shewn  that  a  Hebrew  document, 
which  ib  there  denoted  by  it,  formed  the  basis  of  our 
three  first  Gospels.  It  is  not  improbable  that  the  same 
document  was  the  ground-work  of  the  Gospel  xaff 
E€patsc>  and  that  this  Gospel  was  afterwards  confounded 
with  the  Hebrew  Gospel  written  by  St  -Matthew,  be- 

~  cause  both  of  them  were  used  by  inhabitants  of  Judaea, 
were  written  in  the  same  language,  and  contained,  pro- 
bably, much  matter  in  common  with  each  other.  On 
the  other  hand,  it  is  not  impossible  that  the  Gospel  toff 
'ESpacsc  was,  as  used  by  the  Nazarenes  in  the  first  cen- 
tury, St.  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel  itself:  but  that  so 
many  alterations  and  additions  had  been  made  in  the 
copies  of  it  before  the  time  of  Origen,  that  it  ceased  to 

.  deserve  the  title,  which  was  originally  due  to  it,  and 
that  on  this  account  Origen  did  not  consider  it  as  St 
Matthew's  original. 

18.  The  same  argument  bad  been  used  by  Lardne*. 
See  his  Works,  Vol.  IV.  p.  264.  ed.  1788. 
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1.  The  second  and  improved  edition  of  our  author's 
Exposition  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  was  published 
at  Francfort  in  two  volumes,  4to.  in  1780  and    1786, 
under  the  title  Erklarung  des  Briefs  an  die  Hebraer. 
To  the  first  volume  is  prefixed  an  Introduction  to  this 
Epistle.     In  §  11.  to  which  he  alludes,  he  first  quotes 
the  Chaldee  words  aaZayOavt,  Matth.  xxvii.  46.   raXtfa, 
Mark  v.  41.  A€€a,  Markxiv.  36.    BnOcoSa,  John  v.  2. 
ra€€a0a,  John  xix.  13.  ToXypOa,  ver.,17.  to  prove  that 
Chaldee  was  spoken  in  Palestine  in  the  time  of  Christ 
and  his  Apostles.     (We  may  add,  likewise,  that  the 
£yangelists  themselves  have  expressly  testified,    that 
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Christ,  in  bis  familiar  conversation  with  the  Jews,  used 
the '  Aramcean  language.     For  instance,  Mark  v.  4 1 . 

Aeyft  avnf'     TaXiBa  jcspt.      Mark  vil.  34.       Acyei  awry/ 
E^aOa.  Mark  ill.  1 7*  Eireftijccv  avroic  ovofiard  Boctycpye c» 

But  if  Christ  in  his  familiar  conversation  with  the  Jews 
used  the  Aramaean,  it  necessarily  follows  that  this  was 
theii4  vernacular  language  at  that  time.)  He  further 
observes,  that  two  Chaldee  paraphrases,  those  of  Onke- 
lo$  and  Jonathan,  were  then  in  use  in  Palestine :  and  that 
when  St.  Paul  addressed  a  large  assembly  of  the  Jews  at 
Jerusalem,  he  addressed  them,  not  in  Greek,  but  as  St. 
Luke  expressed  it,  Acts  xxi.  40.  xxii.  2.  rg  'E£pat& 
&aAcjcry,  that  is,  not  in  the  ancient  Hebrew;  of  the  Old 
Testament,  but  in  the  dialect,  which  was  called  Chaldee, 
or  East  Aramaean.  He  then  confutes  the  arguments, 
which  had  been  alleged  by  Isaac  Vossius,  to  prove  that 
the  vernacular  language  of  Palestine  at  that  time  was 
Greek.  •  These  arguments  are  five  in  number.  1.  The 
Romans,  endeavoured  to  extirpate  the  language  of  every 
country,  which  they  conquered.  2.  The  Jews  could 
not  dispense  with  the  Greek  language  in  contracts, 
testaments,  and  courts  of  justice.  3,  Two  living  lan- 
guages cannot  exist  at  the  same  time,  in  the  same  place : 
therefore  the  old  vernacular  language  must  have  be- 
come extinct  4.  The  dominion  of  the  Macedonian 
kings  in  Syria,  had  introduced  the  Greek  language 
into  that  country,  whence  it  spread  into  Palestine. 
5.  Tbeotioret  relates,  that  no  Jewish  children  learnt  to 
speak  Hebrew,  but  the  language  of  the  country  where 
they  were  born. — To  the  two  first  arguments  our  author 
very  properly  replies,  that,  if  they  proved  any  thing! 
they  would  prove,  not  that  Greek,  but  that  Latin  was 
substituted  in  place  of  the  Chaldee.  The  third  is  no 
new  argument,  but  contains  only  an  inference,  founded 
on  the  supposition,  that  Greek  was  become  the  verna- 
cular language  of  Palestine.  Besides,  it  is  not  true 
that  two  living  languages  cannot  exist  at  the  same  time, 
in  the  same  place,  as  every  man  who  has  travelled 
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knows  by  experience.  The  fourth  argument  shews 
pply.  that  Gre^k  was  the  language  spoken  at  the  court 
pf  the  Seleucidae,  and  the  principal  towns- of  Syria: 
but  Syriac  still  continued  to  be  spoken  in  the  country. 
Much  less  did  the  Greek  supersede  the  vernacular 
language  of  Palestine.  As  to  the  fifth  argument,  what 
Theodoret  says  of  the  Jewish  children,  relates  only  to 
the  age,  in  which  he  himself  lived,  and  moreover  to 
Jewish  children  born  in  foreign;  countries.  The  argu- 
ments therefore  of  Isaac  Vossiqs  are  of  no  value  what- 
9oever.  For  further  information  on  this  subject  see 
Simon  Hist,  Crit.  du  Texte  du  N.  T.  ch.  vi.  and  Wal- 
ton's Prol.  xiii.  In  the  year  1767,  Diodati  published 
a  short  tract  at  Naples,  entitled,  De  Christo  Graece 
Joquente  exercitatio,  quaostpnditur,  grcecam  sive  hel- 
leojsticam  linguam  cum  Judaeis  omnibus,  turn  ipsi 
adeo  Christo  nativam  ac  vernaculam  fuisse.  '  But  Dio- 
dati's  arguments  are  neither  new  nor  solid :  and  they 
•have  been  fully  confuted  by  Ernesti  in  his  Neueste 
theologische  Bibliothek,  Vol.  I.  p.  869—878.  That 
the  Greek  Bible  was  sometimes  read  in  the  synagogues 
of  Judea,  cannot  be  denied,  as  appears  from  the  fol- 
lowing passage  quoted  by  Buxtorf  in  his  Lexicon  Taloo. 
Rabbmicum,  from  the  Talmud  of  Jerusalem.  "  Rabbi 
Levi  ivit  Ceesaream,  audiensque  eos  legentes  lectionem 
'  Audi  Israel, '  Deut.  vi.  Hellenistice,  voluit  impedire 
.ipsos."  But  nothing  more  appears  from  this  passage, 
than  that  the  Greek  Bible  was  read  in  Caesarea,.  which 
was  a  sea- port  town,  the  resort  of  strangers  of  all  na- 
tions :  and  the  very  surprize  and  displeasure  expressed 
by  Rabbi  Levi  proves,  that  he  bad  not  been  accus- 
tomed to  hear  it  in  other  synagogues  of  Judea.  In 
fact  the  Targum,  or  Chaldee  version,  was  to  the  Jews 
.of  Jerusalem,  what  the  Septuagint  was  to  the  Jews  of 
Alexandria. 

%  Even  if  it  be  true,  that  there  were  synagogues  iu 
Jerusalem,  where  the  Old  Testament  was  read,  not  in 
tl>Q  Clmldee,  but  in  the  Greek  version,  we  cannot  theacc 
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that  Greek  was  generally  spoken  in  Jerusalem. 
We  might  as  well  conclude  that  German  was  universally 
understood  in  London,  because  there  are  German 
chapels  there. 

PAGE  144. 

3. x  The  Syriac  version  itself  is  an  additional  proof : 
for  if  Greek  was  become  the  vernacular  language  of 
Syria,  there  could  have  been  no  necessity  for  a  Syriac 
translation  of  the  Greek  Testament.  Greek  was  the 
language  of  the  court  of  Antioch  under  the  reign  of  the 
Seleucidze :  but  the  common  people  still  retained  the 
language  of  their  ancestors.  It  was  the  same  in  Egypt, 
where  the  Greek  spoken  at  Alexandria  did  not  eradicate 
the  language  of  the  country.  Hence  it  was  necessary 
to  make  a  Coptic  version.  But  if  in  Syria  and  Egypt; 
where  Greek  princes  reigned,  the  Greek  language  did 
not  become  universal,  how  can  it  be  expected  to  have 
become  so  in  Palestine?  With  respect  to  the  sacred 
writers,  it  must  be  observed,  that  St.  Paul  was  a  native 
of  Tarsus,  where  Greek  was  spoken,  that  St.  John  spent 
the  latter  part  of  his  life  either  at  Ephesus  or  in  some 
other  Greek  town,  that  St.  Luke,  if  not  born  in  a 
Greek  country,  spent  at  least  the  greater  part  of  his  life 
where  Greek  was  spoken,  that  St  Mark  and  St.  Peter 
travelled  likewise  \A  Greek  countries.  But  St.  Matthew 
never  travelled  into  countries,  where  Greek  was  the 
vernacular  language. 

PAGE  145. 

4.  On  this  subject  see  the  Dissertation  on  the  origin 
of  the  three  first  Gospels,  ch.  15.  Note  q. 


1$4  v     WOTES  TO  CHAP.  IV.  SECT.' VII. 


SECTION  VII. 

PAGE  146. 

].  This  whole  section  is  in  the  German  original  so 
very  prolix,  and  so  abounds  with  repetitions,  and  with 
answers  to  objections,  which  are  not  worth  examination, 
that  I  have  taken,  the  liberty  of  giving  only  an  abridge- 
ment of  it.  Nothing  however  of  the  least  importance 
is  omitted. 
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8.  In  the  place  to  which  our  author  refers  his  readers 
for  further  information  on  this  subject,  we  find  hardly 
any  thing  that  is  satisfactory.  The  true  reason,  why 
the  Syrians  translated  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew  from 
the  Greek,  is  that  the  canon,  or  collection  of  writings, 
which  constitute  the  New  Testament,  had  been  formed, 
before  the  Syriac  version  was  made :  and  this  canon 
contained,  not  the  Hebrew,  but  the  Greek  Gospel  of 
St  Matthew. 
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3.  Thus  in  the  Latin  Vulgate,  Apoc.  ix.  11.  where 

the  Greek  text  is,  ovopa  avrtp  cSpatci  A€a£Sa>v,  Jccu.evqr 

cXAiti/tjcp  ovofia  tytt  AwoWvwv,  the  Latin  translator,  after 
having  rendered  these  words  by  '  cui  nofnen  Hebraice 
Abaddon,  Grace  autem  Apollyon/  has  added,  for  the 
benefit  of  Latin  readers,  Latine  habens  nomen  Exter- 
minans. 

4./  Some  years  ago  wejre  published  in  London  two 
volumes  of  sermons  without  the  author's  name  on  the 
title  page.  In  these  sermon?  the  texts  of  scripture  are 
quoted  in  the  words  of  the  established  version :  yet  tbis 
will  not  prove,  that  the  sermons  were  written  originally 
in  English,  for  they  werq  translated  from  the  German 
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of  Zollikofer.  On  the  same  ground  likewise  might  be 
argued  that  my  translation  of  Michaelis  is  an  original, 
because  I  have  used  the  words  of  the  established  English 
version,  in  places  where  the  author  himself  had  quoted 
that  of  Luther. 

?age  J  52. 
5.  When  the  Latin  fathers  quoted  the  Gospel  of  St. 
John,  for  instance,  in  the  Latin  version,  they  consi- 
dered the  words  which  they  quoted,  as  words  of  holy 
scripture,  as  much  as  the  Greek  fathers  did,  when  they 
quoted  the  words  of  the  Greek  original.  And  the  same 
is  true  likewise  when  an  English  divine  quotes  a  passage 
from  St  John's  Gospel  in  the  English  version.  When 
the  Greek  fathers  therefore  confidently  quote  the  Greek 
Gospel  of  St  Matthew  as  &  part  of  Holy  Scripture, 
we  can  no  more  infer  that  they  therefore  supposed  it 
to  have  been  written  originally  in  Greek,  than  we 
can  infer,  that  the  Gospel  of  St.  John  was  supposed 
by  the  Latin  fathers  to  have  been  written  originally  in 
Latin* 

*aoe  154. 
6*  That  this  solution  is  the  true  one,  appears  from 
the  Dissertation  on  the  origin  of  the  three  first  Gospels, 
ch.  15*  A  minute  examination  therefore  of  the  various 
reading  in  Zecb.  iii.  7.  Matth.  xxvi.  3 1 .  Mark  xi v.  27. 
is  unnecessary. 
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SECTION  VIII, 

PAGE  155. 
.  I  •  In  the  place,  to  which  our  author  refers,  he  con- 
jectures that  St  Matthew  wrote  D2&  t)B02  in  cb. 
xxviii.  1. ;  that  he  used  £)gtt  in  the  sense  of  *  the 
morning  twilight/  aud  thus  agreed  with  the  other  Evan* 
gelist;  but  that  his  translator  understood  it  of  'the 
evening  twilight,'  which  sense  it  likewise  bears,  and  thus 
rendered,  it  by  oi£<.  Bolten,  in  his  Note  to  this  passage, 
supposes,  that  the  words  of  the  original  were  nifl^ 
nVpD,  which  is  literally  '  a  fine  sabbatorum,'  and  agrees 
with  the  expression  used  by  St.  Mark  Surytvopnw  r» 

0a££ars. 

2.  Our  author  here  observes  that  Sucaw/Mra  is  used 
1  Maccab.  i.  1 3.  5 1 .  ii.  2 1 .  and  also  Heb»  ix.  ] .  10. 
to  denote  '  religious  ceremonies/— Perhaps  the  word 
acquired  this  sense  in  Hellenistic  Greek  from  the  sup- 
position that  the  Jews  were  rendered  just  and  good  men 
merely  by  their  religious  ceremonies. 

3.  pn,  which  signifies  a  '  religious  ordinance/  is  very 
frequently  translated  in  the  Septuagint  by  Succu*»/ia,  but 
never  by  Sucotoauvi?. 

4.  See  Schleusner's  Lexicon  on  this  word. 
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5.  It  is  difficult  to  comprehend  in  what  our  author's 
explanation  differs  from  the  common  one. 

6.  The  difference   is  merely  in  the  punctuation : 

Sing.  emph.  \lLlt  daemoniacus:  Plur.  emph.  poJi» 
daemoniaci. 

7.  But;  in  Chaldee  the  plural  emphatic  ends  in  Alepb, 
as  well  as  in  Syriac. 
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8.  WD  3  $ing.  perf.  fo&m.  signifies  €  mortua  est:' 
JTJJp  part.  foem.  signifies  '  moricns.' 

9*  Not  both  of  the  other  two  Evangelists,  namely, 
St  Mark  and  St*  Luke,  have  used  the  present  tense. 
The  former  alone  has  **varwc  *\H :  ^e  letter,  though 
he  has  not  ercXtvrwre,  as  in  the  Greek  text  of  St  Mat- 
thew, has  the  perfectly  synonymous  expression  aired*- 

PAGE  lGO. 

10.  Our  author's  object  is  to  explain  in  what  man-* 
ner  a  Chaldee  expression  might  have  given  rise  to  the 
two  Greek  readings,  o£oc  pcra  %o\v^  ftepiyfuvov,  Matth. 
xxvii.  34.  and  ocvoc  e&pvpvwpivoe,  Mark  xv.  S3.  But 
his  conjecture  ton&2  K'Vn  by  no  means  answers  the 
purpose,  for  which  it  was  made.  For  though  wbtt 
signifies  '  dulcis,'  yet  when  used  without  *l&n,  it  does 
not  signify  '  tinum  duke;1  and  JHHD  does  not  signify 
'  myrrha/  but  only  '  fel.'  His  supposed  Chaldee 
reading,  therefore,  cannot  possibly  have  given  rise  to 
ocvoc  tapvpwurfinvog  in  St  Mark's  text.  Nor  is  his  con- 
struction of  tf'^n.  so  as  to  make  it  accord  with  the 
Greek  text  of  St.  Matthew,  correct,  though  it  is  true 
that  ttVn  signifies  '  acetum.'  Other  critics  have  had 
recourse  to  10  M*bfT.  But  here  the  same  objection  to 
tvbn  occurs  as  before  :  and  as  to  10,  which  is  substi- 
tuted in  the  place  of  iOHD,  though  it  might  have 
given  rise  to  the  reading  cffpvpvta/uvbc  in  St.  Mark's 
text,  it  cannot  well  have  been  rendered  by  ^oX*  in  the 
Greek  text  of  St  Matthew,  because  123  does  not  sig- 
nify €  fel/  but  €  myrrha.*  Appeal  indeed  has  been 
made  to  the  following  passages  in  the  Sept uagint,  Deut 
xxix.  18.  xxxii.  32.  Jerem.  viii.  14*  ix.  15.  (compared 
with  xxix.  J  8.)  Lament  i.ii.  13.  Now  it  is  true  that 
X°^n  is  used  in  these  passages  of  the  Sept  uagint';  but 
that  it  is  a  translation  of  ID  is  a  mistake,  for  in  every 

t 
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one  of  them  is  a  translation  of  K'tO.—If  the  different 
expressions  ocvoc  eoynipvur/icvoc,  abd  o£oc  M€Ta  \°^vs  w-uy 
nevov,  are  to  be  explained  on  the  supposition  of  a  com- 
mon Chaldee  original,  we  must  endeavour  to  find  a 
.Chaldee  word  for  oivoc,  which  may  be  easily  mistaken 
for  one  that  denotes  o£oc,  and  likewise  a  Chaldee  word, 
which  signifies  oytvpvo,  which  may  be  easily  mistaken 
for  one  that  denotes  \o\i).  Now  IDfl.  or  tHDn,  really 
denotes  ocvoc,  and  fan  or  KVDPI  really  denotes  ogoc 
Again,  JH1D  really  signifies  */ivpva,  and  HFT\D  really 
signifies  xoArj.  If  then  we  suppose,  that  the  original 
Chaldee  text  was  tiTY\D2  O'bn  tHOn,  c  vipum  mixtum 
myrrha/ oivoc  capvjmopfvoc,  which  is  not  at  all  improbable^ 
as.it  is  the  reading  of  the  Syriac  version  at  Mark  xv.  23. 
l*ote  old  ^.V*,;  jjicu,,  it  might  easily  have  been  mis* 
taken  for  KTIDa  D^H  KtfDn,  •  acetum  mixtum  felle,' 
and  translated  o£oc  pera  x°^*c  jusjuyjucvov. — If  an  ob* 
jection  be  made,  to  the  supposed  exchange  of  JODTT 
for  KVOIl,  though  no  one  can  object  to  the  supposition 
that  (TODl  was  mistaken  for  tCYtDS,  on  account  of 
the  great  similarity  between  1  and  *1,  letters  which  have 
been  very  frequently  confounded,  another  conjecture 
may  be  proposed,  namely,  that  ihe-Chaldee  text  was 
tniOl  D'D3  1DPI.  Now  D'Dl  may  be  either  the 
participle  Pehil  of  the  verb  DM,  in  which  case  it 
denotes  '  aromatibus  conditus,'  or  it  may  be  taken  as 
a  noun  substantive,  in  which  case  H  has  the  sense  of 
'acetum/  If  it  be  taken  in  the  former  sense,  the 
Chaldee  text  will  be  rendered  by  '  vinum  conditum 
myrrh  a/  which  is  again  otvoc  ccr/»v^>vt<revoc.  If  it  be 
taken  in  the  latter  sense,  and  1  be  mistaken  for  1  id 
the  last  word,  ITHM  D'D2  will  be  rendered  by 
*  cetum  cum  felle,'  or  o§dc  jkcto  x°^nc*'  Again,  though 
1011,  when  read  "Wrr,  and  used  as  a  substantive,  signi- 
fies '  vimim/' yet  if  it  be  read  "ion,  it  is  the  parti- 
ciple Benoni  of  the  verb  *10n,  which  signifies  c  turbidum 
fieri/  to  which  the  idea  expressed  by  piywoOiute  closely 
allied.      But  no  translator,    who  took  Q*D2  in  tbe 
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sense  of  i  acetum^  could  at  the  same  time  take  1DTT  in 
the  sense  of  '  vinum.' — Which  of  the  two  conjectures 
is  the  roost  probable,  or  the  least  improbable,  I  leave  to 
the  learned  to  determine. 


SECTION  IX. 

m 

PAGE  162. 

I.  The  German  title  of  this  work  is,  Walch's  Voil- 
standige  Historie  der  Ketzereyen.  Gottingen,  1762 — 
1780.     10  Vols.  8vo. 

3.  This  derivation  was  given  by  Epiphanius  Hferes* 
XXX.  1. :  but  it  does  not  appear,  that  he  had  any  his- 
torical authority  for  it. 

3.  Some  few  perhaps,  as  Symmachus  for  instance, 
but  certainly  not  the  generality  of  them :  and  therefore 
to  the  Ebionites  in  general  a  Greek  Gospel  would  have 
been  unintelligible. 

page  1 63. 

4.  We  ought  rather  to  say/  they  were  denounced  as 
heretics  in  the  second  century :  for  the  Nazarenes  at 
least  existed  without  doubt  in  the  first  century. 

page  164. 

5.  See  the  latter  part  of  Note  5.  to  Vol.  III.  Ch.  ii. 
Sect.  6.  of  this  Introduction. 

page  165. 

6.  Jerom  (De  vir.  illustr.  Cap.  2.)  speaking  of  the 
Hebrew  Gospel  used  by  the  Nazarenes,  says,  '  quo  et 
Origines  saepe  utitur.'  - 

7-  He  translated  it  both  into  Greek  and  into  Latin : 
for  be  says  in  the  place  quoted  in  the  preceding  note, 
9  a  me  nuper  in  Gracum  Latinumque  sermonem  trans-' 
latum  est/  That  he  translated  into  Greek  appears  also\ 
from  the  passage  quoted  by  our  author  in  Note  b. 

VOL.  III.  part  ir.  K 
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8.  Epiphanii  Haerts.  XXIX,.  9,  owe  oiSo  Sta-jcw  *«* 
ytvtaXoyiaQ  rac  avo  t»  ASpaafi  axp*  X$kw  n-qpetXoi* 

PAOE  1 67. 

9*  It  is  true  that  in  the  Hebrew  of  the  Old  Testa- 
ment, Judah  and  Judttfe  are  both  expressed  by  STFin*. 
But  if  the  term  '  Hebrew'  be-applied  to  the  Gospel  of 
the  Nazarenes,  it  is  equivalent  to  the  term  f  Chaldee': 
and  Jn'Chatdee  tind  Syriac,  Judah  and  Judtea  were  dis- 
tinguished, the  former  being  written  RTlfV,  the  latter 
TfilV  without  Aleph,  At  least  in  the  Syriac  version  of 
the  New  Testament,  I«Sac  is  always  expressed  by  jjooi— 
and  li&aia  is  always  expressed  by  >ooi— ,  (See  for  instance 
Matth.  ii.  1.  22.  iii.  1.  5.  iv.  25.  xix.  ].  xxiv.  Iff.) 
except  in  one  single  instance,  namely,  Matth.  ii.  5.  where 
there  is  fcooL*;  y^Niuo,  as  if  the  Greek  were,  not  BiiOXecp 
trie  IbScUac,  but  BrflXttp  I«8a.  In  Matth.  ii.  6.  where  the 
Greek  is  yq  U$a,  we  again  find  |^ou  in  the  Syriac. 

10.  This  is  impossible :  for  Jerom's  observation  is 
nade  not  on  yti  I«8a,  vfcr.  6.  but  on  B*?0X« m  mc  I«Saia^ 
ter:  5.  where  he  proposed  likewise  to  read  InSo,  and 
really  altered  the  Latin  version  to  Bethlehem  Juds, 
which  is'  the  reading  of  the  Vulgate  at  this  very  day. 
Since  therefore  Jerooi  expressly  declares  that  where 
BtfXfcp  IsSoioc  was  the  reading  of  the  Greek  text,  Bq0X«p 
IsStt  was  the  reading  of  the  Hebrew  (that  is,  Chaldee) 
text ;  since  I*Sac  and  I«Saia  are  distinctly  expressed  ii> 
Syriac  and  Chaldee ;  and  since  the  Syriac  version  at 
Matth.  ii.  5.  has  the  very  reading,  .which  Jerora  says 
be  saiw  in  the  Chaldee,  (for  '  in  ipso  Hebraico,'  here  sig- 
nifies '  in  ipso  Chaldaico')*  there  is  no  necessity  for 
having  recourse  to  violent  conjectures;  and  we  may 
daftly  Conclude,  that  Jerom  really  meant  the  Chaldee  (or, 
as  the  fathers  call  it,  Hebrew)  Gospel  of  the  Nazarenes, 
and  consequently  that  this  Gospel  contained  at  least  the 
second,  if  not  the  first  chapter  of  St  Matthew. 
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.11.  It  is  really  doing  violence  to  the  construction  to 
refer  the  relative  '  quo9  to  any  other  antecedent  than 
'  vol uffkine',.  which  immediately  precedes  it;  and  the 
only  reason,  why  a  doubt  has  arisen  on  this  subject^  is 
that  a  full  stop  has  been  falsely  placed  after  '  fuit', 
\vherea$  there  ought  to  be  only  a  comma.  If  the  passage 
were  pointed  thus,  no  one  would  remain  in  doubt 
Mihi  qqoque  a  Nazaraeis,  qui  in  Beraea,  urbe  Syrioe,  hoc 
volumine  utuntur,  describendi  facultas  fuit,  in  quo 
tnimadvertendum,  quod  ubicunque  Evangelista,  &c. 
Another  reason  for  referring  '  quo'  to  '  volumine'  is, 
that  Jerom  has  used  the  relative  *  quod'  in  the  sentence 
immediately  preceding,  and  referred  it  to  'evahgeliura.? — 
This  passage  .therefore,  as  well  as  the  preceding,  affords 
9  proof  that  Jerom  found  at  least  the  second  chapter  of 
St.  Matthew  in  the  Gospel  of  the  Nazarenea. 

12.  Where  our  author  has  not  mentioned  the  place 
in  Jerom's  works,  the  quotations  from  the  Gospel  of 
the  Nazarenes  must  be  sought  in  the  respective  places 
pf  his  commentary  on  St.  Matthew. 

page  173. 
IS.  The  words  of  the  Hebrew,  2  Chron.  xxiv.  17. 

are.DO1?^  IflD  0T1D  mX7V  DttlTOt  script*  in  .<pm- 
mentario  (Medrash)  libri  regum. 

p^ge  174. 
J  4.  Namely,  no  where  in.  the  Old  Testament :  but 
then  we  must  not  forget  that  Zacharias  the  son  of  Bare- 
cbias,  and  the  eleventh  of  the  m\nor  Prophets,  lived 
after  the  captivity,  at  a  time  when  the  history  of  the  Old 
Testament  had  ceased.  The  Jews  however  had  a  tradi- 
tion, that  this  Zacharias  was  likewise  murdered  in  the 
temple,  at.  appears  from  the  Targum  at  Lament  ii«  20. 
\  Interfecisti/s  Zachariam,  filium  Iddo,  aummum  sacerdo- 
tem  et  prophfefom  fidelein,  in  domo  sanctuarii,  die  expia- 
tionis.'    See  Wetsteia'a  Note  to  Matth.  xxiii.  35.    It 

k  S 
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is  true  tbat  Iddo  was  the  father  of  Barachias,  and  there* 
fore  in  strictness  the  grandfather  of  Zacharias,  the 
eleventh  of  the  minor  Prophets  (Zach.  i.  l)  :  but  this 
lax  mode  of  expression  in  genealogies  was  very  common 
among  the  Jews.  Now  if  it  be  true,  that  *Zacharias, 
the  son  of  Barachias,  and  the  eleventh  of  the  minor  Pro- 
phets! was  murdered  in  the  temple,  it  was  more  suitable 
to  Christ's  purpose  to  instance  the  murder  of  hhn^  than 
that  of  Zacharias,  the  son  of  Jeboida,  who  lived  three 
hundred  years  before :  for  when  he  said,  '  from  the  blood 
of  Abel  to  the  blood  of  Zacharias/  he  evidently  meant  to 
give  the  Jir st  and  the  last  instance  of  murder  committed 
on  the  holy  persons,  whose  names  are  mentioned  in  the 
Old  Testament. 

15.  It  might  have  been  well  known,  though  not  re- 
corded in  the  Old  Testament.  Indeed  our  author  him- 
self, a$  appears  from  the  Note  u,  seems  to  have  altered 
his  opinion. 

FAGB  176. 

16.,  Our  author  himself  has  given  only  a  German 
translation,  for  which  I  have  substituted  the  Greek  of 
Epipbanius. 

page  179. 
17.  The  passage  in  question  is  quoted  by  Epipbanius 
in  the  very  next  section,  with  the  addition  of.  c*t  apx**~ 

p€(MC  Kocafa,   after  *Hpo>S»  /3a<nAf*>c  rife  IsSacac,  which 

seems  to  render  the  mistake,  of  which  our  author  com- 
plains, still  more  extraordinary.  But  it  is  really  incredi- 
ble, that  any  such  mistake  should  have  existed  in  the  He- 
brew Gospel  used  by  the  Ebionites :  for  no  inhabitant  of 
Jucfaea,  whether  an  Ebionite,  or  of  any  other  sect,  who 
undertook  to  write  a  life  of  Christ,  could  have  imagined, 
that  Herod  the  Great,  the  king  of  Judaea,  who  died 
soon  after  the  birth  of  Christ,  was  alive  thirty  years 
afterwards,  when  John  the  Baptist  began  to  preach; 
In  the  Ebionite  Gospel  therefore  'H/m^c  {WAtvc  must 
have  been  used  to  denote,  not  Herod  the  Great,  but 
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Hetod  Antlpas,  who  though  properly  only  Tetrarch  6F 
Galilee,  is  frequently  called  /3a<nXsvc  even  in  our  canoniz- 
es! Gospeh.  See  for  instance  Matth.  xiv.  gi.  Mark  vii 
14;  22.  35 — 87*  Our  author's  supposition  thiereford 
that  the  present  passage  in  the  Ebionite  Gospdl  was  put 
together  from  Luke  i  5.  iii.  1 — 3.  is  devoid  of  foun- 
dation :  and  in  other  respects  it  cannot  be  supposed  that 
a  Hebrew  Gospel  was  compounded  of  scraps  from  a 
Greek  Gospel.  With  respect  to  IsSatac  which  follows 
/3a<nXf«ic9  it  is  certainly,  a  mistake,  since  Herod  Antipas 
was  sovereign  of  Galilee,  and  not  <rf  Judaea.  But  no 
dependance  can  be  placed,  on  the  quotation  of  Epipha- 
uius,  not  only  because  he  quotes  the  sane  passage  dif- 
ferently within  the  compass  of  two  sections/  but  because 
he  quotes  the  Ebionite  Gospel,  not  for  a  critical,  but 
for  a  polemical  purpose,  and,  as  he  himself  acknow- 
ledges §.  14,  merely  in  order  to  expose  it 
.  18*  Such  a  minute  and  anxious  composition  of  single 
words  from  different  places  is  highly  improbable.  Though, 
in  the  Greek  Testament  the  expressions  irvevfia  6es  and 
innvfia  ayiov  are  generally  used  singly,  and  we  do  not 
meet  wittf  rompa  8e»  aytov,  yet  this  compoirnd  expression 
was  not  unusual  in  Chaldee.  See  for  instance  Daniel 
ch.  iv.  where  J*BPTp  Yftbtt  TXD  occurs  several  times, 
and  is  rendered  in  the  Septuagint  by  irvivpa  9«  ayiov. 

page  180. 
'  19*  But  Justin  Martyr  has  twice  quoted  them  from 
the  Aropviyiovntytara  twv  AmxrraXan>.  Dialog,  cum  Try-1, 
phone  p.  3 1 6.  S3 1.  ed.  Colon.  They  are  quoted  also  by 
Clement  of  Alexandria,  Lib*  I.  paedag.  cap.  6*.  Even. 
in  the  Codex  Bezse  they  are  found,  a  prima  manu,  -at 
Luke  iii.  22.  though  not  at  Matth.  iii.  1 7. 

20.  Perhaps  the  Greek  text  given  by  Epiphanius  was 

or  Kfc*v« 

SI.  In  the  Ebionite  Gospel  are  recorded  three  excla- 
mations as  uttered  at  the  baptism  of  Christ:  1.  2*  p*  « 

©  viof  o  ayav*|TOc/€v  <roi  i?u&Mciiira.  •  2.  Eyw  <nj/ufpav  yfytv- 
at.   3.  Oilroc  env  o  vtpc  ft*  o  ayavtiroc,  t$  iv  i)uSafai<ra» 
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On  the  other  hand,  according  to  St  Matthew  and  St 
Luke,  only  one  exclamation  was  uttered,  which  tbe  latter 
has  delivered  in  tbe  second  person  as  in  the  Ebionite 
Gospel  No.  1,  the  former  in  the  third  person  as  id  the 
Ebionite  Gospel  No.  3.  But  does  it  thence  follow,  that 
the  Ebionite  Gospel  was  put  together  from  the  texts  of 
St  Matthew  and  St  Luke?  At  any  rate  the  exclamation 
No.  2.  cannot  have  been  taken  from  those  Gospels. 

PAGE  182. 

22.  He  does  not  declare  that  it  was  really  St.  Mat- 
thew's unadulterated  original.  Indeed,  if  he  had  sup 
posed  so,  he  could  not  have  used  at  ether  times  tbe 
expressions  '  quod  vacatur  a  plerisque  Matthfeei  authen- 
tdcum/  and,*  *  ut  plerique  autumant  juxta  Matthceum/ 
•  23.  E-msmoq  Exactly  corresponds  to  HtXCH  if  «{*<* 
€iri8(rioc  denotes  apro$  mi  £wuKn#  ij^upac>  as  Fischer 
contends  in  his  Prolusiones.de  vitiis  Lexicorum.  N.T. 
p.  314. 

PAGE  185. 

24.  Hert  likewise  our  author  has  given  only  a  Ger- 
man translation,  for  which  I  have  substituted  Eutebios's 
pwn  words,  which  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to  know,  in 
order  to  form  a  right  judgment  of  them. 

page  187. 

25.  Indeed  it  was  wholly  impossible  that  be  should  : 
for  he  expressly  says  in  tbe  place  in  question,  that  the 
books  which  he  calls  arowa  k.  r.  X.  had  been  quoted  by 
no  ecclesiastical  writer,  which  is  not  true  of  the  Gospel 
according  to  the  Hebrews. 

page  18S. 

26.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  highly  improbable,  if  not 
impossible  that  tbe  Nazarenes,  who  were  unacquainted 
with  Greek,  should  interpolate  in  their  Hebrew  (Chaldee) 
Gospel  a  passage  from  a  Greek  Epistle,  and  moreover 
fr6m  an  Epistle  to  the  people  of  Smyrna,  which  was  so 
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far  distant  from  Judaea,  that  the  Nazarenes  in  all  pro- 
bability not  only  never  saw,  but  never  heard  of  the 
Epistle,  which  Ignatius  sent  hither. 

page  189- 

27.  Our  author  here  argues,  as  if  he  were  acquainted 
with  the  original  text  of  the  Hebrew  Gospel  of  the  Na- 
zarenes at  this  passage,  imagining  that  the  Latin  words 
used  by  Jerom  are  a  literal  translation  of  the  Hebrew. 
But  the  Latin  words  used  by  Jerom,  which  our  author 
has  neglected  to  quote,  are  manifestly  a  translation  of 
the  Greek  quotation  of  Ignatius.  In  his  catalogue  of 
ecclesiastical  writers,  speaking  of  Ignatius  and  the  Epistle 
to  the  Smyrnaeans,  he  says,  *  In  qua  (sciL  epistola  ad 
Smyraeeos)  et  de  evangelio,  quod  nuper  a  me  translation 
est,  super  persona  Christi  ponit  testimonium  dicens :  Ego 
vero  et  post  resurrectionem  in  came  cum  vidi,  et  credo 
quia  sit  Et  quando  venit  ad  Petrum,  et  ad  eos  qui 
cum  Petro  erant,  &c.'  The  word  dicens  clearly  shews 
that  Jerom  gave  a  translation  of  the  words  used  by 
Ignatius.  Another  proof  that  Jerom  translated  from  the 
Greek  words  of  Ignatius,  is  that  he  has  used.  '  vidi/ 
where  Ignatius  has  ot£«.  He  confounded  a&a  '  scio' 
with  a&u  ( video/  whereas  the  dissimilarity  between  the 
Hebrew  words  for  scio  and  video  must  have  prevented 
any  such  mistake. — But  though  Jerom/  when  he  wrote 
bis  account  of  Ignatius,  in  his  catalogue  of  ecclesiastical 
writers,  did  not  immediately  examine  the  very  words  of 
the  Gospel  of  the  Nazarenes  (provided  he  had  then 
access  to  it,)  still  he  might  recollect,  that  the  substance 
of  the  passage  stood  in  that  Gospel,  and  therefore  his 
testimony  is  not  to  be  rejected. 

28.  It  was  quoted  by  several  of  the  early  fathers. 
That  it  was  quoted  by  Ignatius  appears  from  the  two 
preceding  notes:  and  according  to  Eusebius  (Hist. 
£ccles.  Lib.  Hi.  39.  iv.  23.)  it  was  quoted  by  Papias 
and  Hegesippus.  It  was  quoted  also  by  Clement  of 
Alexandria  and  Origen.  See  the  quotations  in  Grebe's 
Spicilegiura  Patrum.  Tom.  I.  p.  2<J.  27* 
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29.  The  Gospel  of  the  Nazarenes  was  become  unusual 
at  the  end  of  the  fourth  century :  but  in  the  second 
century  it  might  have  beep,  and  probably  was,  very 
common  in  Palestine. 

;    >  page  1JJ0. 

30.  See  Notes  26.  27. 

pa  op  192. 

31.  On  the  present  subject  in  general)  see  the  Essay 
on  the  origin  of  our  three  first  Gospels,  ch.  15- 

page  192. 

32.  Epiphanrus  expressly  says  (H seres.  XXX.  13.) 
that  the  Hebrew  Gospel  used  by  the  Ebionites  began 

jvith  the  words,  Eysvtro  tv  rate  qpepate  'HpuSs  rs  /3a<riXH*c. 

%'heir  Gospel  therefore  contained  no  part  of  Matth.  i.  ii, 
Po  the  Qther  hand,  these  chapters  were  not  wanting  in 
the  Hebrew  Gospel  used  by  the  Nazarenes,  See  Notes 
10,  1  jf  to  this  section, 

33.  Schoenleben  in  his  Notitia  codicis  Ebneriani 
(Norimbergp  1738.  4to.)  p.  17.  says,  Primuin  caput 
his  verbis  ipcipit,  T«  &  Iiios,  «.  r.  X.  Now  since  no  book 
can  well  begin  with  the  particle  8*,  we  may  conplude 
that  in  the  more  ancient  Greek  MS.  from  which  the 
Codex  Ebnerianus  was  copied,  something  preceded, 
namely,  the  genealogy,  as  in  other  Greek  manuscripts. 

page  193, 
34*  The  Greek  text  of  the  Septuagint  at  Ruth  iv.  22. 
according  to  the  Vatican  manuscript  does  not  differ  from 
the  Hebrew :  for  it  has  haaai  eyevvqac  Aa&S,  without  the 
addition  of  tqv  /3a<nAta.  Matth,  i.  6.  therefore  can  no 
more  be  said  to  have  been  taken  from  the  Septuagint 
than  from  the  Hebrew  Bible,  and  consequently  we 
could  not  infer  a  diversity  of  authors,  even  if  it  were 
true,  that  quotations  from  the  Old  Testament  in  St. 
Matthew's  Gospel  were  generally  taken  from  the  Hebrew. 
6ut  this  position  is  again  inaccurate;  for  in  our  Greek 
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Ge*pel  of  St.  Matthew,  the  quotations  from  the  Old  * 
Testament  agree  more  frequently  with  the  text  of  the 
Septuagint,  than  with  the  Hebrew  text,  as  Eichhorn  has 
very  clearly  shewn  in  his  universal  library  of  biblical 
literature,  Vol.  II.  p.  952—980.  Though  St  Mat- 
thew, like  every  other  author  of  an  Hebrew  work,  had 
oo  recourse  to  the  Septuagint  for  passages  of  the  Old 
Testament,  yet  his  Greek  translator  frequently,  though 
not  always,  had  recourse  to  it.—  After  all,  as  our  Greek 
Gospel  of  St.  Matthew  is  a  translation;  a  comparison  of 
Xhe  Greek  text  in  the  two  first  chapters  with  that  of  the 
rest  of  the  Gospel,  whether  we  have  respect  to  the  mode 
of  quoting  the  Old  Testament,  or  to  the  style  in  general, 
can  affect  only  the  question,  whether  the  whole  was 
translated  by  the  same  person,  not  whether  the  whole 
was  originally  composed  by  the  same  person. 

35.  It  appears  from  the  Notes  10, 1 1.  to  this  section, 
that  the  Hebrew  Gospel  used  by  the  Nazarenes,  con- 
tained at  least  the  second  chapter  of  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel.  We  must  conclude  therefore  from  the  con- 
nexion of  the  subject,  that  it  contained  likewise  the  eight 
last  verses  of  the  first  chapter,  which  are  so  closely  Con- 
nected with  the  second  chapter,  that  no  separation  can 
well  take  place.  The  only  doubt  therefore  is,  whether 
it  contained  the  genealogy.  Matth.  i.  1—17* 

page  194. 

36.  That  the  name  of  Rahab,  who  is  mentioned 
Matth.  i.  5.  as  the  wife  of  Salmon,  and  the  mother  of 
Boez  (or  Booz),  does  not  appear  either  in  the  genealogy 
of  David,  which  is  given  in  Ruth  iv.  or  in  that  which 
is  given  2  Chron.  ii.  is  by  no  means  extraordinary, 
since  in  those  genealogies  the  females  are  not  recorded. 
As  to  the  circumstance  that  Rahab,  who  is  mentioned 
in  the  book  of  Joshua  (ch.  ii.  K),  and  there  called  the 
barlot  Rahab,  is  not  said  there  to  have  been  the  wife  of 
Salmon  and  the  mother  of  Boaz,  it  really  affords  no 
argument  whatever  against  the  accuracy  of  the  account 
given  in  Matth.  i.  5. :  for  it  is  a  mistake,  that  by  Rahab 
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M^ttb.  L  $>  was  ineant  the  harlot  Rahab,  who  could 
not  have  been  the  mother  of  Boax,  the  husband  of 
Ruth,,  since  it  is  evident  from  the  book  of  Roth,  that 
Boaz  lived  in  a  later  age  than  the  harlot  Rahab*  who 
was  a  contemporary  of  Joshua.  And  even  if  the  harlot 
Rahab  could  have  been  the  toother  of  Boaz,  we  have  no 
authority  whatever  for  supposing  that  she  teasy  since 
many  Jewish  women  may  have  borne  the  name  of 

Rahab* 

27.  Here  again  our  author  argues  as  if  by  Rahab 
Mattb.  i.  5.  were  meant  the  harlot  Rahab*  Into  what- 
ever tribe  the  harlot  Rahab  married,  if  she  married  at 
all,  still  the  father  of  Boaz  may  have  married  another 
Rahab :  and  though  this  Rahab  is  not  mentioned  in  the 
Old  Testament,  her  name  may  have  been  preserved  ia 
Jewish  genealogies. 

38.  In  examining  the  question,  whether  a  passage  of 
the  Greek  Testament  be  genuine!  or  not,  the  first  ques- 
tion to  be  asked  is ;  What  is  the  evidence  of  the  Greek 
manuscripts,  of  the  ancient  versions,  and  of  the  ancient 
fathers?  Now  there  have  been  not  less  than  three 
hundred  and  fifty-five  Greek  manuscripts  of  the  Gos- 
pels collated,  every  one  of  which  contains  the  two  first 
chapters  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  with  exception  to  the 
single  Codex  Ebnerianus.  But  .even,  this  manuscript 
contains  the  second  chapter,  and  the  more  ancient  ma- 
nuscript contained  probably  the  whole  of  the  first  See 
Note  S3.  The  evidence  of  the  Greek  manuscripts 
therefore  is  decidedly  in  favour  of  the  authenticity  of 
the  two  first  chapters  of  St  Matthew's  Gospel.  Equally 
decisive  ia  the  testimony  of  the  ancient  versions ;  for 
these  chapters  are  contained  in  all  of  them.  That  m 
some  few  Latin  manuscripts  the  genealogy  is  separated 
from  the  remaining  part  of  the  first  chapter,  and  that 
St.  Matthew's  Gospel  is  made  to  begin  with  cb.  i.  1 8. 
p  a  circumstance,  which  is  not  only  much  too  trivial  to 
be  opposed  to  the  weight  of  evidence  on  the  other  side, 
but  at  the  furthest  can  effect  only  the  genealogy,  and  not 
the  w/iok  of  the  twa  first  chapters.   In  fact,  such  writers 
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of  Latin  mantisdripts;  A3  Wrote  the  genealogy  apart 
from  the  rest  of  the  Gospel*  were  actuated  dot  by  cri- 
tical, but  theological  motivfes.  Thtey  found  difficulty 
hi  reconciling  the  genealogy  in  Matth..  L  with  that  of 
Luke  iii;  tad  therefore  wished  to  get  rid  of  it,  Con* 
sequently  it «  highly  uberitioal  to  take  f  tormanuscripts 
even  into  consideration.  With  respect  to  the  quota- 
tions of  ancient  writers!  which  form  the  third  kind  of 
evidence,  it  is  sufficient  to  observe,  that  both  Clement 
of  Alexandria,  and  Origeo;  have  quoted  from  the  two 
chapters  in  question,  without  signifying  any  suspicion 
of  their  want  of  authenticity.  And  what  is  still  more* 
even  CeTsus,  the  great  enemy  of  the  Christian  religion 
in  the  second  century,  has  quoted  from  them.  See 
Griesbacb's  Symbol©  criticte,  Tom.  II.  p*  241*  We 
must,  set  therefore  -ell  the  laws  of  criticism  at  defiance; 
if  we  assert  that  the  Greek  Gospel  of  St  Matthew,  to 
which  alone  the  preceding  arguments  relatey  began 
with  oh.  iii  e»  &  roc  ifrufatc  activate  That  the  Greek 
Gospel  ever  began  in  this  manner  is  in  itself  likewise 
incredible,  since  no  writer,  unless  something  had  pre* 
ceded,  would  say  *  in  those  days/ 

On  the  other  hand,  however  evident  it  rtiay  be*  that 
the  Greek  Gospel  of  St  Matthew,  from  its-  very  first 
existence,  contained  the  two  first  chapters;  yet,  as  thitf 
Gospel  is  ft  translation  from  the  Hebrew  (that  iq, 
Chaldee)  of  St  Matflaew,  it  is  still  possible,  that  they 
were  not  contained  in  the  original,  that  the  original 
began,  as  Epiphanies  £ayb  the  Gospel  Used  by  tbel 
Ebbnites  began,  with  the  words,  4  it  happened  in  the 
days  of  Herod  the  king,  &c/  that  the  Greek  trans- 
lator prefixed  a  translation  of  some  other  Chaldee  do- 
cument containing  an  account  of  Christ's  birth,  and 
that,  in  order  to  connect  it  with  the  commencement 
of  his  original,  he  altered  '  the  days  of  Herod'  to 
*  those  days/  All  this  is  possible:  but  it  would  be 
a  very  difficult  matter  to  render  it  probable.  It  ap- 
pears indeed  from  the  Dissertation  on  the  origin  of 
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.pur  three  first  Gospels,  ch.  li.  that  before  any  of  our 
canonical  Gospels  was  composed,  there  existed  an 
Hebrew  (that  is,  Chaldee)  narrative  of  Christ's  trans- 
actions, which,  contained  only  so  much  matter,  as  is 
common  to  the:  three  first  Evangelists,  and  therefore 
did  not  contain  what  is  related  in  Matth.  i.  ii.  But 
then  it  is  further  shewn  in  the  same  chapter,  that  this 
document  formed  only  the  basis  of  St.  Matthew's  Gos- 
pel, and  tbat  the  Evangelist  himself  made  very  consi- 
derable additions  and  improvements.  There  is :  no  im- 
probability therefore  in  the  supposition,  that  the  two 
first  chapters  were  added  by  the  Evangelist  himself,  es- 
pecially since  the  Hebrew  Gospel  used  by  the  Nazarenes 
really  contained  them,  as  appears  from  Notes  10.  11.: 
and  there  is  great  reason  to  believe  that  the  Hebrew 
Gospel  used  by  the  Nazarenes  approached  much 
Bearer  to  St  Matthew's,  genuine  original,  than  that 
which  was  used  by  the  Ebionites,  since  the  Nazarenes 
were  descendants  of  the  first  converts  to  Christianity, 
the  Christians  of  Judaea,  being  called  Na£«p«toi,  Acts 
xxiv.  5.  while  the  Greek  Christians  were  called  Xp«r- 
navoc,  Acts  xi.  £6.  Absolute  certainty  on  this  subject 
is  indeed  not  to  be  obtained  for  want  of  sufficient  data : 
but  the  same  want  of  data  makes  it  impossible  to  prove 
tbat  St  Matthew  was  not  the  author  of  the  chapters  in 
question.— -Among  the  various  writers  on  this  subject, 
no  one  has  displayed  more  critical  judgment  than  Pro- 
fessor Ran  of  Erlangeta,  in  a  short  Latin  dissertation 
published  at  Erlangen  in  1793,  entitled  Symbols  ad 
quaestionem  de  authentia  L  et  ii.  cap:  Evangetii.  Mat* 
thsei  discutiendam. 
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SECTION  X. 


PAGE  198. 

1 .  Where  ovvayu  is  used  in  the  Septuagint,  tptf  is 
generally  used  in  the  Hebrew.  Our  author  therefore 
very  improperly  calls  IfiDttt  an  ill-chosen  expression  for 

2.  Our  author's  mistake  in  regard  to  this  word  in 
the  Syriac  version  has  been  already  noticed  in  Note  4. 
to  Vol.1.  Cb.iv.  Sect.  10.  and  Note  1.  to  Vol.  IL 
Ch.  vii.  Sect  7. 

3.  See  also  the  Notes  41—51.  to  that  section. 


PAGE  200. 

4.  The  German  title  of  this  work  is,  Kritisch-histo- 
rische  Nachrichten  von  der  Braunschweigischen  Bibel- 

Sammlung. 

*  •  • 

PAGE  SOI. 

5.  This  description,  of  which  Michaelis  spake  6ven 
in  his  third  edition  published  in  1777,  has  not  yet  ap- 
peared, and  probably  therefore  never  will.  But  Bolted 
in  the  preface  to  his  German  translation  of  St  Mat- 
thew's Gospel,  p.  xvii.  has  signified  an  intention  of 
giving  one* 
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CHAPTER  V. 


OF   ST.  MASK'S   GOSPEL. 


SECTION  h 

.     .       .  PAGE  SDSL 

1.  Compare  Acts  xil  25.  with  ver.  12. 

PAGE  SOS* 

2-  See  J:  Tim.  l  1.  and  2  Tim.  L  1.  • 

3.  See  Acts  iv.  36. 

..  . 

PAGE  204. 

4.  See  Luke  i.  36.  . 


SECTION  n. 

1 .  In  this,  and  several  of  the  following  passages,  our 
author  has  given  only  a  German  translation,  for  which 

I  have  substituted  the  Greek  text* 

*  « 

PAGS205.  ' 

si.  If  Irenes' us  had  intended  to  signify  their  departure 
from  Rome,  he  would  probably  have  used,  not  c^o&x, 
but  afoSoc* — St  Peter,  in  his  second  Epistle,  ch.  ii.  15. 
expresses  f  after  my  death*  by  fura  rnv  tfivv  cgoSov. 

3.  The  words  Mera  njv  r8rwv  c^oSov — ryypa^c  seem 
to  preclude  this  interpretation,  and  to  denote  that  St 
Mark  wrote  after  their  death.  And  according  to  the 
account  of  Papias  himself,  St  Mark  wrote  from  memory 
what  he  had  beard  from  St  Peter :  6*a  tfivnuovewn* 
aicpi€*>c  rypa^c.  Consequently,  according  to  Papias,  be 
did  not  write  in  the  presence  of  St  Peter. 
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PAGE  207. 

4.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  in  Eusebii  Hist.  Eccles, 

Lib.  II,  cap*  15.  the   words  yvovra  &  to  rrpa^Btv  fa<n 

rov  airo^oXov — rate  eK/cAi»(Ttaic,  immediately  follow  the 
words  last  quoted,  and  that  immediately  after  ran;  «*- 

jeAipnaic,  Eusebius  adds,  KXtyAi}£  ev  very  rwv  VTTOTVTn»><s&t*v 
TapartOurai  rip  iToptav*  owHrquaprvpcc  Se  avrip  6  lepajroXtrgg 

tiri<nco7roc,  otfo/Lcan  Iloirtac.  One  should  suppose  there- 
fore that  Eusebius  intended  to  signify  that  Clement  of 
Alexandria  and  Papias  had  related  what  be  had  last  men* 
tioned,  namely,  from  yvovra  to  cjaeXifcnatf,  and  to  give 
them  as  examples  of  persons,  whom  he  had  in  view, 
when  he  used  the  word  fa<n.  And  that  he  really  al- 
luded to  what  he  had  last  mentioned,  appears  from  the 
verb  vapaTiOuTai,  which  must  denote  the  additional 
account.  Further,  Jerom  expressly  says  (De  Vir.  Illus. 
cap.  8.)  i  Quod  cum  Petrus-  audisset,  probavit,  et 
ecclesiis  legendum  sua  auctoritate  tradidit  sicut  Clemens 
in  sexto  Yworvwtoatwv  swibit.'  That  Eusebius  meant  to 
include  likewise  the  former  part  of  the  account  is  per- 
haps not  quite  so  clear :  but  if  he  did,  it  was  certainly 
not  to  the  exclusion  of  the  latter*  Yet  our  author 
understands  the  appeal  of  Eusebius  to  Clement  and 
Papias,  as  relating  to  the  former  part  alone.  His  reason 
probably  for  so  doing  is,  that  in  the  passage,  which 
Eusebius  (Lib.  VI.  cap.  14.)  likewise  quotes  from  the 
Hypolyposes,  Clement  gives  a  different  account.  But 
it  is  really  less  admissible  to  do  such  violence  to  the 
plain  construction  of  the  passage  in  Eusebius,  Lib.  II. 
cap.  15.  than  to  suppose,  that  Clement  has  in  different 
places  givep  contradictory  reports  in  regard  to  the  part 
supposed  to  have  beep  i  taken  by  St.  Peter,  relative  to 
St*  Mark's  Gospel,  especially  since  the  ancients  them- 
selves are  very  much  at  variance  on  this  subject. 

.5.  Whoever  appeals  to  £  Pet.  i.  15.  as  an  argument 
that  St.  Peter  took  part  in  the  composition  of  St. 
Mark's  Gospel,  must  first  prove,  that  in  this  passage 
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St  Peter  really  alluded  to  St  Mark's  Gospel.  But 
there  is  nothing  in  the  whole  Epistle,  which  warrants 
us  even  to  suppose  it,  since  we  find  not  the  least  allu- 
sion there  to  a  narrative  of  Christ's  transactions.  In 
fact  when  St  Peter  says  *  I  will  endeavour,  after  my 
decease,  that  ye  may  have  these  things  always  in  re- 
membrance,' it  is  at  least  possible  that  he  alluded  to 
no  written  document  whatsoever,  and  that  he  meant 
only  to  say,  he  would  take  care  to  leave  behind  him 
proper  teachers,  who  should  remind  the  community,  to 
which  he  was  then  writing,  of  the  doctrines,  which  he 
had  taught  On  the  other  hand,  if  he  really  alluded 
to  a  Written  document,  we  may  conclude  that  he  meant 
the  epistle,  which  he  was  then  writing,  and  which  has 
really  been  a  lasting  monument  of  his  doctrines.  It  is 
true  that  he  uses  <nn»8a(rfc>  in  the  future :  but  this  word 
may  surely  apply  to  all  that  he  was  then  preparing  to 
write,  or  to  all  the  following  part  of  the  Epistle,  after 
ch.  L  15. 

♦ 

PAGE  209- 

6.  It  is  true  that  Lardner,  in  the  place  mentioned, 
has  quoted  a  passage  from  Chrysostom,  in  which  it  is 
said,  that  St  Mark  wrote  his  Gospel  at  Alexandria : 
but  our  author  has  neglected  to  mention,  that  Lardner, 
in  the  very  same  place,  has  quoted  another  passage  from 
Chrysostom,  in  which  the  Greek  father  delivers  his  own 
opinion,  and  says  he  could  not  determine  with  cer- 
tainty in  what  place  any  one  of  the  three  Evangelists 
wrote.  Chrysostom  therefore,  though  be  recorded  the 
report,  that  St  Mark  wrote  his  Gospel  at  Alexandria, 
did  -  not  place  much  confidence  in  it — On  the  other 
hand,  if  it  cannot  be  determined  with  certainty,  in  what 
place  St  Mark  wrote  his  Gospel,  yet  the  accounts 
given  by  the  ecclesiastical  writers,  when  compared  with 
each  other,  produce  at  least  the  probable  result,  that  he 
wrote  it  in  Rome. 
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7.  If.  St..  Mark  had.  either  written  his  Gospel  at 
Alexandria,  .  or  even  if  he  had  published  it. .  there, 
thoogh  written  in  some  other  place,  the  Alexandrine 
lathers  would  certainly  not  have  neglected  to  make 
frequent  mention  of  a  circumstance,  which  they  would 
have  considered  .as  redounding  so  much  to  the  honour 
of  their  city*  Since  then  neither  Clement  nor  Origen, 
even  where. they  expressly  speak,  of.  the  composition  of 
St.  Mark's  Gospel,  have  put  in  any  claim  .for  Alexan-, 
dria,  but  on  the  contrary  Clement  has  related,  that  it 
was  written  at  the  request  of  the  Christians  in  Rome, 
and  delivered  into  their  hands,  we  may  be  assured  that 
Alexandria  was  not  the  placet  where  St.  Mark's  Gospel 
was  either  first  written,  or  first  made  public. 

8.  Professor  Birch's  account  of  the  omission  of 
Marl;  xv,  ()— £0,  in  the;  celebrated  Codex  V aticanus, 
is  now  generally  known  from  his  edition  of  {he  four 
Gospels.  That  Eusebius  at  least  doufrted  the  authen- 
ticity of  the  passage  is  inferred  from  the  circumstance, 
that  he  did  not  include  it  in  his  canons,  as  appears  from 
several  ancient  manuscripts,  of  which  an  account  may 
now  be  seen  in  Birch's  Note  to  this  passage.  See  also 
Griesbach's  observation©  on  it,  in  his  last;  edition  of  the 
Greejc  Testament. 

PAGE  211. 

9/ But  if  they  did  not  make  their  report  at  the  in- 
stant, does  it  follow  that  they  never  made  it  ?  In  fact 
our  author's  mode  of  arguing  bt  this  place  is  not  very 
intelligible. 

10.  Thet  hypotheses  of  a  two-fold  edition  of  St. 
Mark's  Gospel  by  the  Evangelist  himself  is  not  wholly 
improbable,  but  the  argument  here  used  by  our  author 
is  unfavourable  to  it :  for  it  is  really  an  argument  in 
favour  of  the  opinion,  that  the  passage  in  question  was 
added,  not  by  the  Evangelist  himself,  either  at  Alex- 
andria, or  at  any  other  place,  but  by  some  person,  who 

VOX-.  III.  PART  II.  L 
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did  not  pay  sufficient  attention  to  what  the  Evangelist 
had  already  related.  And  if  this  argument  be  valid, 
tire  must  infer  that  the  original  conclusion  x)i  St.  Mark's 
Gospel,  since  it  is  incredible  that  it  ever  ended  with 
the  words  t^ofiwro  yaj>,  was  lost  in  a  very  early  age, 
and  that  its  place  was  supplied  with  the  conclusion, 
which  is  now  Extant  .On  the  other  hand,  Dr.  Storr,  in 
his  Dissertatio  exegetica  in  librorum  N.  T.  historicorura 
aliquot  loca  (Tubings  1790,  4to.)  p.  50—67.  has 
given  a  very  learned  and  ingenious  defence  of  its 
authenticity. 


SECTION  til. 


page  212. 

1.  This  argument  loses  the  greatest  part  of  its 
weight  from  the  circumstance,  that  both  St.  Matthew 
and  St  Luke  are  equally  silent  with  St.  Mark,  in 
regard  to  the  name  of  the  Apostle,  who  cut  off  the 
ear  of  the  high  priest's  servant.  Besides,  if  St.  Mark 
purposely  concealed .  the  name  of  St  Peter,  lest  the 
Romans  should  take  offence  at  it,  that  motive  would 
probably  have  induced  him,  if  he  wrote  at  Rome,  to 
have  acted  with  the  same  caution,  even  after  the  death 
of  the  Apostle :  for  though  his  person  was  then  no 
longer  in  danger,  the  memory  of  him  was  still  exposed 
to  the  danger  of  reproach. 

FAG*  £14. 

2.  In  regard  to  the  reason  why  the  Gospels  of  St* 
Matthew  and  St.  Luke  contain  so  much  important 
matter,  which  is  not  contained  in  the  Gospel  of  St 
Mark,  see  the  Dissertation  on  the  origin  of  the  three 
first  Gospels,  eh.  15. 
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SECTION  IV. 


i .  It  is  not  true,  that  all  the  fathers  represent  $L 
'Mark  as  having  written  from  the  preaching  of  St. 
Peter :  for  Augustin  (De  consensu  evangelistarum, 
Lib.  L  cap.  4.)  gives  it  as  his  opinion,  that  St.  Mark 
derived  the  principal  materials  of  his  Gospel  from  that 
of  St.  Matthew.     '  '  .... 

2.  The  reason,  Why  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  agree 

with  each  other  in  the  arrangement  of  their  facts,  in 

.opposition  to  the  arrangement  observed  by  St.  Maf- 

ibew,  is  assigned  in  the  Dissertation  on  the  origin  of 

the  three  first  Gospels,  ch.  17. 


.  SECTION  V. 

PAGE  216. 

1.  6a  the  questions,  whether  St.  Mark  copied  from 
St.  Matthew,  or  whether  he  copied  from  St.  Lpke, 
or  whether  St  Luke  copied  from  St.  Mark,  whiqh  our 
author  examines  in  this  and  the  two  following  sections, 
see  the  Dissertation  on  the  origin  of  the  three  first 
Gospels,  ch.  3.  where  the  cause  is  tried  by  a  new 
criterion. 


SECTION  VI. 

PAGE  223. 

1.  It  is  true,  that  according  to  Coloss.  iv.  10.  14. 
both  the  Evangelists,  St  Mark  and  St  Luke,  were 
with  St  Paul  at  Rome,  when  St.  Paul  wrote  his  Epistle 
to  the  Colossians,  if  the  Mark  mentioned  at  Coloss. 
iv.  10.  be  the  same  person  with  St  Mark  the  Evan- 
gelist   Consequently,  if  St  Luke  had  at  that  time 

l2 
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already  written  his  Gospel,  and  St.  Mark  bad  not,  it 
may  be  thought  probable  that  St.  Mark  had  seen  St. 
Luke's  Gospel,  before  he  wrote  his  own.  This  how- 
ever is  a  mere  hypothetical  argument,,  and -therefore 
not  conclusive.  Besides,  since  the  Gospel  of  St.  Luke, 
as  appears  from  the  preface  to  it,  was  written  for  the 
private  use  of  Theophilus,  it  is  probable,  that  some 
time  elapsed  before  it  was  generally  known.  Be  this 
however  as  it  may,  it  is  useless  to  examine  what  is 
probable,  or  what  is  improbable  under  assumed  cir- 
cumstances, when,  whatever  the  circumstances  may 
have  been,  the  fact,  that  St.  Mark  made  no  use  of  St. 
Luke's  Gospel,  may  be  proved  by  positive  and  un- 
answerable arguments.  Our  author  indeed  is  of  opi- 
nion that  the  variations  between  St.  Mark  and  St. 
Luke  are  reconcileable  with  the  supposition,  that  the 
former  used  the  Gospel  6f  the  latter.  Yet,  in  the 
preceding  section,  where  he  examined  the  question, 
whether  St  Mark  copied  from  St.  Matthew,  and  that 
too  on  the  very  same  ground,  he  came  to  a  very  dif- 
ferent conclusion :  and  if  the  argument  be  decisive  in 
the  one  case,  it  certainly  is  so  on  the  other.  But  whether 
it  be  decisive,  or  not,  there  are  other  phenomena  m 
the  two  Gospels,  *  which  are  absolutely  incompatible 
with  the  supposition,  that  the  one  was  used  hi  the 
composition  of  the  other.  See  the  above- quoted  Dis- 
sertation, ch.  8.  '   J  ■ 

PAGE  123. 

2.  This  phenomenon  may  be  better  explained  oo 
another  hypothesis.     lb.  eh.  17. 


t 
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SECTION  VH. 

i 

1.  Here  our  author  rejects  the  notion  that  one  Evan- 
gelist copied  from  the  other,  and  thinks  that  their 
agreement  may  be  best  explained  on  the  hypothesis  of 
a  common  document.— -It  is  to  be  observed,  that  this  is 
the  last  opinion  of  Michaelis,  for  it  was  delivered  after 
the  publication  of  the  fourth  edition  of  his  Introduction 
to  the  New  Testament,  which  contains  several  contra- 
dictions in  regard  to  the  question,  whether  the  succeed- 
ing Evangelists  used  the  writings  of  the  preceding. 
Formerly  Michaelis  adopted  every  where  the  affirma- 
tive :  but,  though  he  has  since  altered  his  opinion,  as 
appears  from  ch.  iii.  of  the  present  volume,  tfhere  he 
says,  that  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  appears 
not  to  have  read  each  other's  writings,  yet  he  has  neg- 
lected in  his  fourth  edition  to  make  such  alterations  as 
were  necessary,  in  order  to  make  the  author  consistent 
with  himself. 


SECTION  VIII. 

PAG J5   226. 

1.  It  was  published  at  Prague  in  1778,  4to. 

2.  To  the  opinion,  once  entertained,  that  St.  Mark 
wrote  in  Latin,  may  be  added  the  conjecture  of  Pro- 
fessor Wahl,  that  he  wrote  in  Coptic,  a  conjecture 
.founded  on  the  supposition  that  St.  Mark  wrote  his 
Gospel  in  Egypt,  for  the  immediate  use  of  the  Chris- 
tians of  that  country.  But  it  appears  from  Note  7. 
to  sect.  ii.  of  this  chapter,  that  the  supposition  itself 
is  devoid  of  foundation :  and  even  if  it  were  not,  we 
have  no  reason  to  suppose,  that  St.  Mark  was  able  to 
write  in  the  Coptic  language.  Besides,  the  conjecture 
is  not  only  improbable  in  itself,  but  militates  against 
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historical  evidence :  for  had  St.  Mark's  Gospel  been 
written  in  Coptic,  the  Alexandrine  fathers  must  have 
known  it,  and  would  therefore  have  hardly  neglected  to 

mention  it. 

« 

PAGE  227. 

3.  No  one,  who  rejects  the  arrangement  adopted  by 
St.  Mark,  can  follow  that  which  is  adopted  by  St 
Luke,  because  both  these  Evangelists  have  the  same 
arrangement  of  facts,  where  that  of  St.  Matthew  is 
different.  But  on  this  subject  see  the  Dissertation  on 
the  origin  of  the  three  first  Gospels,  ch.  15. 


CHAPTER  VI. 


of  st.  luke's  gospel. 


SECTION  I. 

page  289. 
1.  This  epithet  is  likewise  used  in  the  parallel  passage 
of  St.  Mark's  Gospel,  ch.  i.  23.  though  without  S«po- 

vtov.     St  Mark  has  irvevpa  ajcadaprov;  St.  Luke  xvtvpa 

Saipovts  aKaOaprs.  It  is  probable  therefore  that  in  the 
common  Hebrew  document  some  word  was  Used  ex- 
pressive of  <uca0aproc,  and  that  this  was  the  reason  why 
St.  Luke,  as  well  as  St.  Mark,  has  this  epithet  in  the 
present  instance.  Besides,  if  the  circumstance  that 
SaifMwiGv  in  the  classic  writers4  may  denote  either  ayaOo- 
Sat/Lcmv  or  *aico8atfiwv,  had  been  the  motive,  which  in- 
duced St  Luke  to  add  aKaQaprog  as  a  mark  of  distinc- 
tion, it  is  extraordinary,  that  he  has  never  done  so  on 
any  other  occasion,  though  the  word  Scupovtov  occurs 
.  more  than  twenty  times  in  bis  Gospel.  . 
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*    9.   Let  tbe  expression  t/mti|v  ilpcpqv  ayu,   or  rerajiniy 

tfffCjMv  ay«,  or  the  like,  occur  ad  often  as  it  will  in  the 
writings  of  Galen,  yet  as  it  is  not  a  medical  expression, 
and  is  far  from  being  confined  to  the  writings  of  phy- 
sicians, the  use  of  it  at  Luke  xxiv.  21.  cannot  be 
owing  to  the  circumstance,  that  St  Luke  himself  was 
a  physician.  <  ' 


SECTION  II. 

*  ♦  *  • 

* 
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1.  To  translate  all  that  our  author'  has  said  on  this 
subject  in  the  place,  to  which  he  refers,  would  be  tedi*- 
ous :  and  a  mere  extract  would  be  of  no  use.  I  must 
beg  leave  therefore  to  refer  the  reader  to  the  valuable 
Notes  on  the  passage  in  question  in  Archbishop  New- 
come  s  Harmony  of  the  Gospels. 

PAGE  £32. 

2.  Tbe  moral  tendency  of  the  precept,  as  delivered 
by  St'  Luke,  does  not  appear  to  be  so  very  different 
from  its  tendency,  according  to  the  form,  in  which  it 
is  delivered  by  St  Matthew.  Tbe  latter  says  nothing 
more  about  a  just  claim  to  tbe  under  garment,  as  our 
author's  interpretation  implies,  than  the  former  does  ki 
respect  to  the  outer  garment:  the  exchange  therefore 
of  tbe  words  xirwy  and  Ifianov  is  of  no  great  impor- 
tance* Besides,  the  objections,  which  have  been  made 
to  the  passage,  are  founded  on  the  supposition,  that 

'Christ  delivered  the  precept  as  an  absolute  command, 

-whereas  lie  gave  it  only  as  a  rule  of  prudence,  to  be 

.applied  as  occasion  required.     And  cases  certainly  may 

and  do  occur,  in  which  it  is  more  prudent  to  submit 

'even  to  an  unjust  demand,  than  to  enter  into  &  contest 

about  kf. 
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PAGE  283. 

3.  Here  again  the  purport  of  the  precept,  as  it  is 
delivered  by  St.  Luke,  is  really  the  same,  as  the  purport 
of  it,  as  it  is  delivered  by  St  Matthew.  •  It  was  the 
intention  of  Christ  to  signify,  /forgive  thy  brother  as 
often  as  he  offends  thee,  however  frequent  bis  offences 
may  be/  One  Evangelist  has  expressed  this  hy  saying, 
'  forgive  him,  if  he  offends  thee,  not  merely  seven,  but 
seventy  times ;'  the  other  by  saying,  *  forgive  him,  if 
be  offends  thee  even  seven  times  in  the  same  day/ 
Since  then  the  purport  of  both  forms  is  the  same,  there 
is  no  necessity  for  supposing,  that  St.  Luke  derived  his 
information  in  this  instance  from  dubious  authority,  a 
supposition,  which  hjs  preface  by  no  means  warrants. 
See  the  Dissertation  oi*  the  origin  of  the  three  first 
Gospels,  ch.  15. 

4.  Our  author's  objection  to  the  expression  ka  pv«c 
is  grounded  on  the  supposition,  that  this  sum  contained 
the  whofc  treasure,  and  that  this  treasure  was  a  royMl 
treasure.  But  in  the  parable  recorded  by  St  Luke, 
the  ten  minas  are  by  no  means  represented  as  the  whole 
treasure :  on  the  contrary,  they  are  represented  pnly  as 
a  certain  portion  intrusted  to  certain  servants*  id  ofder 
to  try  their  fidelity :  and  it  was  so  far  from  being  a 
royal  treasure,  that  St  Luke  calls  the  proprietor  of  it 
only  avfywiroc  n?  iirycvnc  St.  Luke  adds  indeed  that 
this  person  was  going  to  take  possession  of  a  kingdom : 
but  then  till  he  was  in  actual  possession,  his  property 
was  only  that  of  a  private  man.  In  the  parable  there* 
fore,  as  it  is  related  by  St.  Luke,  there,  is  no  absurdity 
attending  the  sum  intrusted  to  the  ten  servants :  and 
consequently  there  is  no  necessity  for  supposing!  that 
an  error  has  here  taken  place  in  translating  from  the 
Hebrew.  But  even  if  there  had,  our  author's  con- 
jecture '  would  not  satisfactorily  account  for  it.  For, 
though  the  words  rUQ  and  TOD  may  be  mistaken,  the 
one  for  the  other,  in  the  singular  meaner,  when  written 
without  points,  yet  no  such  confusion  can  t&ke  pJwfr 
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m  Hbe  pliiral  number,  the  one  having  JlUD,  the  other 
Q'JD :  and  the  plural  number  must  have  been  used, 
because  the  question  relates,  not  to  one  (whether  mina 
or  portion)  but  to  ten. 


SECTION  III. 
PAGE  236. 

] .  To  our  author's  argument,  which  appears  to  be 
very  satisfactory  in  favour  of  the  opinion  that  Asm* 
and  Abkioq  in  the  Greek  Testament,  do  not  denote  the 
same  person,  maybe  added  the  following.  If  it  be 
true,  that  one  and  the.  same  person  was  called  by  one 
man  Awo?,  by  another  Ascac,  yet  St.  Paul,  when 
speaking  of,  this  person  in  his.  Epistles,  would  probably 
Juive  been  uniform  in  regard  to  the  name  which  he 
gave  him,  that  be  would  have  constantly  adhered  either 
to ;  the  one,  or  to  the  other,  and  that .  he  would  not 
have  used  the  names  indifferently,  because  such  an  in* 
discriminate  use  of  tbem  might,  and  probably  would, 
have  induced  bis  hearers  to  suppose,  that  he  meant 
two  different  persons,  where  he  really  meant  only  one. 
But  St.  Paul  in  his  Epistle  to  the  Romans,  ch.  xvi.  21* 
sends  a  salutation  from  a  person,  whom  he  calls  Aukcoc, 
and  in  his  Epistle  to  the  Colossians,  ch.  iv.  14.  in.  his 
second  Epistle  to  Timothy,  ch.  iv.  11.  and  in  his 
Epistle  to  Philemon,  ver.  24.  he  speaks  of  a  person, 
whom  be  calls  Awcac.  Consequently  the  supposition, 
that  Awtac  and  Amcioc  were  names  of  one  and  the  same 
person  must  be  ungrounded. 

Another  question  has  been  started,  which  our  author 
has  not  noticed,  namely,  whether  Silas,  who  is  men- 
tioned in  several  places  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  be 
not  the  same  person  with  the  Evangelist  St.  Luke. 
In  defence  of  the  affirmative,  it  has  been  said,  that 
Silas  is  a  contraction  of  Silvanus,  and  Lucas  of  Lu- 
cgnus ;  that  the  meaning  of  ttje  words  '  Silvanus*  im4 


354  NOTES  TO  CHAP.  VI.  SECT.  II I. 

*  Lucanus'  are  the  same,  the  one  being  derived  from 
'  sylva,*  the  other  from  *  lucus :'  and  therefore  that 
Silas  and  Lucas  must  denote  the  same  person.  Now 
we  might  just  as  well  argue,  that  if  in  one  part  of  an 
English  book  we  met  with  the  name  of  Allworthy,  and 
in  another  with  the  name -of  Good  a  1 1,  those  names 
denoted  the  same  person,  because  they  both  signify 
vayicaXos.  Besides,  it  is  evident  from  other  reasons, 
that  the  author  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  did  not 
mean  by  the  name  SiXdc  to  denote  himsel£  As  far  as 
Acts  xvi.  8.  he  always  speaks  of  St.  Paul  and  his 
companions  (among  whom  Silas  had  been  already  men- 
tioned) in  the  third  person  plural,   and  this  verse  is 

ir«p€&0oitriK&  rip  Mvcrcav  jcars&fca*  «$  T/M»a£a*     But  the 

departure  from  Troas,  ver.  10,  is  described  in  tbejfSirif 
person  plural,  tHk^rapm  t&Afluv:  consequently,  we 
may  infer*  that  the  author  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles 
joined  company  with  St  Paul  for  the  first  time  at  Troas* 
und  therefore  that  be  could  not  be  the  same  with  Silas, 
who  was  with  St.  Paul  before  he  came  to  Troas.  See 
Acts  xv.  92' — 40.  -  Again,  in  describing  the  journey 
from  Troas  to  Samothrace,  Neapolis,  and  Philippe 
he  continues  the  use  of  the  first  person  plural,  ch.  xii. 
JO — 16.  At  ch.  xvi.  19.  he  begins  to  speak  of  some 
transactions,  in  which  not  St  Paul  and  his  companions 
in  general,  but  only  St.  Paul  and  Silas  were  concerned : 
and  here  the  author  of  the  Acts  re-assumes  the  third 
person  plural,  which  is  continued  through  several  cbftp- 
lers,  in  which  the  name  of  Silas  frequently  occurs. 
At  ch.  xx.  5,6,  the  first  person  plural  is  again  assumed, 
and  is  continued  to  the  eqd  of  the  book.  )X  is  clear 
therefore  tliat  the  author  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles 
was  a  different  person  from  the  Silas  so  frequently  men- 
tioned in  them, 
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.  SECTION  IV. 

PAGE   236. 

1 .  As  this  section  is  very  diffuse  in  the  original,  I 
have  taken  the  liberty  of  compressing  it,  without 
omitting  however  any  thing  of  the  least  consequence. 

pags  237< . 

2.  Kanix*"  signifies  literally  '  viva  voce  doceo,'  and 
St  Luke  opposes  it  to  ypa<p<*>f  which  he  had  used  in 
the  preceding  verse.  It  appears  then  that  Theophilus 
at  that  time  had  been  only  verbally  instructed  in  Chrisf 
tianity,  and  that  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel,  that  Theo- 
philus might  have  an  authentic  written  document  on 
the  subject  But  that  the  verbal  instructions  which 
Theophilus  had  received  were  so  very  imperfect,  that 
they  did  not  entitle  him  even  to  the  name  of  Christian, 
is  an _  inference,  for  which  there  is  no  foundation. 
'Theophilus  may  perhaps  in .  some  respects  have  been 
even  wrongly  informed,  as  is  the  case  with  many  Chris- 
tians at  the  present  day:  but  it  does  not  therefore 
follow,  that  he  was  not  a  Christian  at  all,  when  St 
Luke  wrote  bis  Gospel. 

3.  The  antithesis,  which  our  author  endeavours  to 
discover  in  the  expression  cv  ijjuv,  Luke  i.  1.  is  wholly 
imaginary.  See  what  is  said  on  this  expression  in  the 
Dissertation  on  the  origin  of  the  three  first  Gospels, 
ch.  15. 


SECTION  V. 


PAGE   241. 

1.  See  the  Dissertation  on  the  origin  of .  the  three 
first  Gospels,  ch.  15.  Note  y. 
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PAGE   244. 

2.  la  general  the*  ancient  Latin  MSS.  arrange  the 
four  Gospels  in  the  following  order:  St*  Matthew, 
St.  John,  St.  Luke,  St  Mark.  This  is  also  the  ar- 
rangement in  the  Codex  Bern,  as  well  of  the  Greek, 
fts  of  the  Latin. 


SECTION  VL 

•  i  * 

PAGE   848. 

1.  To  these  nine  opinions  may  be  added  a  tenth; 
for,  according  to  the  subscription  of  some  Greek  ma- 
nuscripts quoted  by  Mill,  it  was  written  at  Rome. 

•  >      * 

* 

PAGE  250. 

2.  On  the  contrary,  the  circumstance  that  the 
epithet  is  found  in  the  Syriaq  version,  as  well  as  in 
.some Greek  manuscripts,  warrants  rather  the  conclusion, 
that  it  was  not  a  later  addition,  But  whether  it  was,  or 
not,  such  ar)oqympu3  subscriptions  are  of  no  authority 

whatsoever*. 

3.  Upon  the  whole  however  it  is  very  improbably 
j  that  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel  at  Troas  before  be 
joined  company  with  St.  Paul,  or  indeed  that  he  wrote 
it  apy  where  before  he  bad  accompanied  St  Paul  to 
Palestine,  \yherg  he  had  the  best  opportunity  of  making 
those  diligent  inquiries,  of  which  be  speaks  in  bis  pre- 
face, 

page  253. 

4.  See  Note  2.  to  Sect  iv. 

5.  But  if  St  Luke  dicing  bin  stay  at  Philippi,  while 
St  Paul  was  travelling  in  other  parts  of  Greece,  had 
written  his  Gospel  for  the  use  of  a  man  of  distinction 
whether  he  lived  in  the  town  itself,  or  ip  the  neigh- 
bourhood, or  whether  he  w§s  acquainted  with  any  of 
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the  Christian  converts  at  Corinth,  or  not,  it  seems 
probable  that  St.  Paul  would  have  taken  some  notice 
of  him,  at  least  in  his  Epistle '  to  the  Philippian*.,  On 
the  other  hand,  it  may  be  said,  that  since  St.  Fauf, 
in  his  Epistle  to  the!  Philippians,  has  greeted  no  one  by 
Tiamc,  and  says  only  in  general  terms,  ch.  vi.  21.  aava- 
&a<rOt  wawa  aytov  cv  X^try,  the  omission  of  the  name  of 

any  .one  person  ia  particular  is  the  less  extraordinary. 

...» 

PAQE   255- 

<>.,  In  Acts  xx»  2.  where  this  journey  is  mentioned, 
St  Luke  says  only  in  general  terms  i|X0cv  etc  rnv'EXXaSa, 
without  naming  Corinth  in  particular.  But  as  he  adds 
in  ver.  3.  that  St.  Paul  spent  three  months  on  that 
journey,  it  is  probable,  that  he  did  not  finish  it  without 
paying  a  visit  to  the  Christians  at  Corinth* 

7.  That  St.  Luke  was  not  with  St  Paul,  when  the 
Apostle  returned  at  that  time  from  Hellas  to  Mace- 
donia, appears,  first,  from  his  having  used  the  third 
person  as  far  as  ver.  4*  of  ch*  xx.  and  his  commencing 
with  thejirst  person  plural  in  ver.  5.;  secondly  v  from 
the  circumstance,  that  in  ver.  4.  he  has  particularly 
named  the  persons,  wh6  came  away  with  St  Paul. 
But  from  what  he  says  in  ver.  5.  we  may  conclude, 
that  St  Luke  again  joined  company  with  St.  Paul,  not 
at  Troas,  but  at  Philippi :  for  having  mentioned  So- 
pater,  Aristarchus,  Secundus,  Gaius,  Timothy,  Ty- 
chicus,  and  Trophirhus,  he  adds,  €  they  going  before 
waited  for  us  at  Troas.9  This  implies,  not  that  St. 
Paul  went  on  with  those  persons  from  Macedonia  to 
Troas,  and  that  St  Luke  alone  followed  them,  but 
that  St  Paul  staid  behind,  and  came  afterwards  in 
company  with  St.  Luke.  Our  author  likewise  has 
adopted  this  interpretation  in  his  Note  to  2  Cor.  viii. 
18.  Vol.  lit  p.  367.  of  his  Annotations  to  the  New 
Testament,  published  three  years  after  the  last  edition 
of  his  Introduction. 
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PAGE  «59-   . 

.  8.  The  Hebraisms  in  St  Luke's ;  poapei  afford  a 
sufficient  proof,  that  the  agthor  was  acquainted  with 
Hebrew.  Besides  we  know,  not  only  that  he .  under- 
stood Hebrew,  but  that  be  made  use.  of.  Hebrew  do- 
cuments in  the  composition  of  his  GospeL  See  the 
Dissertation  oo  the  origin  of  the  throe  first  Gospels* 
ch.  15. 

page  260.  . 
9«  Dr.  Storr  supposes  that  St.  Mark's  Gospel  was 
written  first,  and  that  it  was  used  both  by  St  Matthew 
and  St  Luke.  But  that  St  Matthew  copied  likewise 
from  St  Luke's  Gospel,  I  have  not  found  asserted  in 
any  of  his  writings.  He  suppose*  only,  that  the  Greek 
translator  of  St  Matthew's  Gospel  made  use  of  the 
Gospel  of  St  Luke.  See  hi$  Design  of  the  Evangelical 
History,  p.  S6o. 

page  261. 
10j  See  the  Dissertation  on  the  origin  of  the  three 
first  Gospels,  ch.  15.    Notef. 


section  vn. 

9 

4 

> 

page  267. 

1.  See  the  interpretation  given  of  St  Luke's  preface, 
in  the  above-mentioned  Dissertation!  ch.  15. 

*age  268. 

2.  The  expression  used  by  St  Luke,  ch.  xii.  33.  is 
fa  virapyowa  vfxwvt  which  our  author  interprets  by 
Aaecker,  that  is,  '  lands,'  and  on  this  interpretation  he 
founds  an  argument  But  since  T&foapxovra  detfotes 
property  in  general,  and  the  persons,  to  whom  Christ 

9 
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thea  addressed  bis  discourse  bad  probably  littler  or  do 
landed  estates,  the  interpretation  rests  on  a  very  pre* 
carious  foundation. 

•    .'  :  .    :  .  •        •    • 

PAGJS   269.    : 

3.  Vere  this  conjecture  true,  it  would  directly  con* 
tradict  the  notion,  that  St.  Luke  wrote  against  the 
Essenes. 

4.  I  here  use  the  words  of  Sale,  in  his  translation  of 
the  Koran. 

face  270. 

5.  Of  this  passage  our  author  had  given  only  a  Ger- 
man translation!  for  which  I  have  substituted  the  words 
of  the  original 

paoe  27  !• 

6.  It  has  been  very  generally  believed,  on  the  autho- 
rity of  Tertultian  and  Epiphanius,  that  Marcion  wil- 
fully corrupted  the  Gospel  of  St.  Luke.  Now  it  is 
true  that  the  long  catalogue  of  Marcion's  quotations, 
which  Epiphanius  has  preserved  in  his  forty-second 
Heresy,  exhibits  readings,  which  materially  differ  from 
those  of  the  corresponding  passages  in  St.  Luke's 
Gospel.  Consequently,  if  Marcion  really  derived  those 
quotations  from  a  copy  of  .St.  Luke's  Gospel,  that 
copy  must  have  contained  a  text,  which  in  many  places 
materially  differed  from  our  genuine  text,  though  the 
question  will  still  remain  undecided,  whether  the  alter- 
ations were  made  by  Marcion  himself,  or  whether  he 
used  a  manuscript,  in  which  they  had  been  already 
made.  But  that  Marcion  used  St  Luke's  Gospel  at 
all,  is  a  position,  which  has  been  taken  for  granted, 
without  the  least  proof.  Marcion  himself  never  pre* 
tended  that  it  was  the  Gospel  of  St.  Luke,  as  Tertullian 
acknowledges,  saying,  '  Marcion  EvangeHo  suo  nullum 
ducribit  autorem.'  Adv.  Marcion.  Lib.  IV.  cap.  2.  It 
is  probable  therefore,  that  he  used  some  apocryphal 
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Gospel,  which  had  much  matter  in*  common  with 
that  of  St.  Luke,  but  yet  was  not  the  same.  On  this 
subject  see  Griesbach  Historia  textus  epistolarum  Pau- 
linarum,  p.  91,  92.  and  Loeffler's  dissertation  entitled 
Marcionem  Paulli  episiolas  et  Luc®  evangelium  adul- 
terasse  dubitatur,  which  is  printed  in  the  first  volume 
of  the  Commedtationes  theological 
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THREE  FIRST  CANONICAL  GOSPELS. 


CHAPTER  I. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT  OF   THE  QUESTION* 

• 

That  our  three  first  canonical  Gospels*  or  the  Gos- 
pels of  St  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  wd  St.  Luke,  have 
a  remarkable  similarity  to  each  other,  and  that  these 
three  Evangelists  frequently  agree,  not  only  in  re- 
lating the  same  things  in  the  same  manner,  but  like- 
wise in  the  same  words,  is  a  fact,  of  which  every  one. 
must  be  convinced,  who  has  read  a  Greek  Harmony 
of  the  Gospels.  To  mention  at  present  only  a  few 
instances*  The  parable  of  the  sower,  Matth.  xni.  3 — 9* 
Mark  iv.  3—9. :  Christ's  prophecy  of  the  destruction  of 
Jerusalem,  Matth,  xxiv.  3— 36.  Mark  xiii.  S — 38. :  the 
description  of  Christ's  celebration  of  the  last  passover, 
and  of  the  treachery  of  Judas,  Matth,  xxvi.  £0 — 48. 
Mark  xiv.  17 — 44,  Further,  Christ's  discourse  on  the 
message  of  John  the  Baptist,  Matth.  xi.  3 — 19*  Luke 
vil  19 — 35.:  the  woe  .denounced  tf>  Chorazin,  Beth* 
saida,  and  Capernaum,  Matth.  xi.  21—27.  Luke  x. 
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13 — 15.23.  24.:  Christ's  censure  of  certain  persons 
who  required  of  him  a  sign,  Mattb.  xii.  41—45. 
Luke  xi.  24—26.  Again,  tha  benediction  of  children, 
who  were  brought  to  Christ,  with  Christ's  answer  to 
the  question,  by  what  means  salvation  was  to  be  ob- 
tained, Mark  x.  14— 25.  Luke  xviii.  16—25.:  Christ's 
censure  of  certain  Pharisees,  Mark  xii.  38—40.  Luke 
xx.  46,  47.  From  these  examples,  some  of  which 
are  very  long,  it  appears,  that  sometimes  St.  Matthew 
and  St.  Mark,  at  other  times  St.  Matthew  and  St. 
Luke,  at  other  times  again  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke 
agr^e  in  relating  the  same  things  in  the  same  manner, 
and,  with  a  very  few  exceptions,  in  the  same  words. 
In  some  cases  likewise  all  the  three  Evangelists  agree 
word  for  word,  of  which  the  most  remarkable  instance 
is,  Matth.  xxiv.  33—35.  Mark  xiii.  29 — 31.  Luke 
xxi.  31 — 33. 

These  phenomena  are  inexplicable  on  any  other, 
than  one  of  the  two  following  suppositions:  either, 
that  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St.  Luke,  copied  the 
one  from  the  other :  or  that  all  three  drew  from  a 
common*  source.  For  it  is  wholly  impossible/  that 
three  historians,  who  have  no  connexion,  either  me- 
diate or  immediate  with  each  other,  should  harmonize 
as  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St  Luke,  do.  Even 
eye-witnesses  to  the  same  facts,  if  they  spake  their  re- 
potts  independently  of  each  other,  will  never  relate 
them  in  the  same  manner,  and  stilt  less  in  the  same 
wotds.  '  Different  observers  regard  the  same  fatte  from 
different  points  of  view,  the  one  pays  attention' to  one 
circumstance,  the  other  to  another  circumstance ;  find 
even  the  circumstances,  which  they  observe ia common, 
they  wilt  arrange  and  combine  in  their  own  minds  in 
such*  a  mabtrer,  as  to  produce  two  representations, 
which,  though  upon  the  whole  the  same,  widely  differ 
in  the  choice' and  the  position  of  the  respective  patts. 
This  case  is  parallel  to  that  of  different  historical 
painters,  who  represent  on  canvbs  the  satiie  subject: 
ami  whoever  has  compared,  for  instance,  Christ's  de- 


THREE    F1R3T  GOfrPELS.  t6g 

scent  from  the  cross  by  Rubens  with  his  descent  from 
the  cross  by  a  painter  of  the  Italian  school,  knows  hour 
greatly  the,  representations  differ  from  each  other. 
Consequently,  when  eye-witnesses  to  the  same  facts  re* 
late  those  facts,  their  mode  of  narration  will  be  very 
different;  the  one  will  mention  circumstances,  which 
the  other  omits,,  the  pne  will  combine  the  parts  of  his 
narrative  in  this,  the  other  in  that  manner.  If  there-' 
fore  St.,  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St  Luke  agreed 
only  in  the  mode  of  relating  the  same,  facts,  we  should 
conclude  that  there  was  some  connexion,  either  mediate 
or  immediate  between  their  writings,  even  had  St. 
Mark  and  St  Lpke,  as  ♦  well, as  St  Matthew,  been 
eye-witnesses  to  the  facts,  which  they  relate:  and, 
since  they,  were  not  eye-witnesses,  we  may  draw  the 
inference  with  still  greater  reason.  Further,  this  infer- 
ence is  corroborated  by  the  circumstance,  that,  though 
St  John,  as  well  as  St.  Matthew,  was  present  at  the 
transactions,  which  he  has  recorded,  his  mode  of  re* 
lating  the  few  facts,  which  he  has  in  common  with 
St  Matthew,  is  very  different  from  St.  Matthew's 
mode  of  relation.  The  similarity  therefore  of  St. 
Mark  and  St  Luke  to  St  Matthew,  is  the  more  re- 
markable :  and  since  they  likewise  agree  in  numerous 
instances  in  the  use  pf  the  same  words,  there  cannot 
exist  a  doubt  that  their  Gospels  had  some  connexion,* 
either  mediate  or  immediate,  with  each  other.  It  is 
true,  that  •  the  examples  of  verbal  agreement  between 
St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  are  far  from  being  either  so 
numerous  or  so  long,  as  those  between  St.  Matthew 
and  St  Mark,  and  between  St  Matthew  and  St.  Luke: 
but  this  deficiency  in  the  argument,  as  applied  to 
St  Mark  and  St  Luke,  is  amply  compensated  by 
another  circumstance,  namely,  that  the  numerous  facts, 
which  are  common  to 'St.  Matthew,  St  Mark,  and 
St  Luke,  are  arranged  by  St  Mark  and  St  Luke 
precisely  in  the  same  order,  though  several  of  them 
have  received  a  different  arrangement  from  St.  Mat- 
thew.   And  on  the  other  hand,  if  St  Matthew's  dif* 
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ferent  arrangement  of  several  of  the  fadts,  should 
considered  as  an  argument  that  the  Gospels  of  St.  Mark 
and  St.  Luke  had  no  connexion  with  that  of  St.  Mat- 
thew, the  remarkable  verbal  agreement  of  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel  with  those  of  St  Mark  and  St  Luke  is  fully 
sufficient  to  confute  it  \  Since  then  it  is  certain  that 
our  three  first  canonical  Gospels  had  some  connexion 
either  mediate  or  immediate,  we  are  reduced  to  this 
dilemma :  Either  the  succeeding  Evangelists  copied 
from  the  preceding;  or,  all  the  three  drew  from  a  com* 
oion  source* 

.  •  But  though  the  most  eminent  critics  are  at  present 
decidedly  of  opinion,  that  on*  of  these  two  -  suppo- 
sitions must  ^necessarily  be  adopted,  and  that  the  notion 
of  an  absolute  independence,  in  respect  to  the  compo- 
sition of  our  three  first  Gospels,  is  no  longer  tenaMe, 
jet  the  question,  which  of  these*  two  suppositions  ought 
to  be  adopted  in  preference  to  the  other,  is  still  in 
agitation,  and  each  of  them  has  such  able  advocates, 
that,  if  we  were  guided  by  the  authority  of  names, 
the  decision  would  be  extremely  difficult  Besides,  so 
much  learning  and  ingenuity  have  been  displayed  on 
both  sides,  and  the  arguments,  which  each  party  has 
advancedi  have  been  alternately  declared  in  literary 
journals,  which  are  regarded  as  oracles  of  criticism,  to 
be«o  satisfactory,  that  not  only  great  labour  is  requisite 
lor  a  full  investigation  of  the  respective  proofs,  but  no 
small  share  of  critical  ability  is  required  on  the  part  of 
him,  who  attempts  a  decision.  And  the  difficulty  is 
still  further  increased  by  the  circumstance,  that  the  ad- 
vocates of  eaeh  party  are  at  variance  among  themselves. 

* 

*  la  Mark  xiii.  IS— S&  there  is  «uch  a  dose  verbal  agreement 
for  twenty  verses  together  with  die  parallel  portion  in  St  Matthew* 
fcospel,  that  the  texts  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  inigfct  pass  for 
one  and  the  same  text,  in  which  a  multiplication  of  copies  hajl  pro- 
duced a  few  trifling  deviations.  'At  least  they  do  not  differ  more 
Item  each  other,  than  each  differs  from  itself  in  different  manu- 
scripts. The  same  may  be  said  of  Luke  vii.  22^-85.  compared 
with  Matth..xL  4—19. 
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Fbr  they , -who  sigree  id  the  opinioii,  that  one  Evangelist 
copied  from  the- other,  differ  on  the  question,  which  was 
the  copied,  and  which  was  the  copying  Evangelist:  and 
on  the  other  hand,  they,  who  contend  for  a  common 
source,  differ  from  each  other,  both  in  respect  to  die 
source  itself,  and  to  the  use,  which  was  made  of  it  by 
the  Evangelists.  The  easiest  and  the  most  prudent  part 
therefore,  winch  I  could  take  on  the  present  occasion, 
would  be  merely  to  relate  the  opinion  of  others,  with* 
out  Hazarding  ah  opinion  of  my  own :  but  as  I  have 
already  collected  many  materials  for  this  purpose,  and 
have  discovered  several  remarkable  phenomena  in  the 
verbal  harmony  of  oar  three  first  Gospels,  which  will 
probably  bring  the  main  question  nearer  to  a  decision, 
than  it  has  been  hitherto  brought,  I  shall  venture,  with 
deference  to  the  eminent  critics  of  both  parties,  to 
nake  known  the  fruits  of  my  researches. 


CHAPTER  II. 


OF  THE  AUTHORS,  WHO  SUPPOSE,  THAT  THE  SUC- 
CEEDING EVANGELISTS  COPIED  FROM  THE  PRE* 
CEDING.  * 

* 

If  we  attempt  to  account  for  the  verbal  harmony  of 
the  Evangelists  on  the  supposition  that  the  one  copied 
froa*  the  other,  we  mast  necessarily  assume,  not  only 
tfftt  One  of  them  copied  from  the  other  two,  bat  that; 
these  two  likewise  copied  the  ode  from  the  other :  for 
otherwise  we  shall  not  be  able  to  explain  the  verbal 
harmony  of  all  three.  This  hypothesis  therefore  re- 
solves itself  into  six  possible,  cases. 
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1.  St.  Matthew  copied  from  St  Mark:  and  St- 
Luke  copied  both  from  St.  Matthew  and  from  St. 
Mark. 

2.  St.  Matthew  copied'  from  St.  Luke:  and  Stv 
Mark  copied  both  from  St*  Matthew'  and  from  St. 
Luke. 

3.  St  Mark  copied  from  St.  Matthew:  and  St. 
Luke  copied  both  from  St.:  Matthew  and  fromiSt. 
Mark. 

4.  St.  Mark  copied  from  St  Luke :  and  St 
Matthew  copied  both  from  St  Mark  and  from  St 
Luke. 

5.  St.  Luke  copied  from  St  Matthew:  and  St. 
Mark  copied  both  from  St  Matthew  and  from  St 


i 
• 


6.  St  Luke  copied  from  St  Mark:  and  St 
Matthew  copied  both  from  St  Mark  and  from-  St 
Luke. 

The  first  case  has  been  partly,  but  not  wholly  as- 
sumed by  Storrb:  for,  though  be  contends*  that  St 
Matthew  copied  from  St.  Mark,  and  likewise  that  St 
Luke  copied  from  St.  Mark,  he  dpes  not  assert  that 
St  Luke  copied  also  from  St.  Matthew c. — The  second 
case  is  assumed  by  Biisching*  who  contends  that  St 
Luke's  Gospel   was  written  first,    that  St   Matthew 

f  •  N 

b  In  his  Design  of  the  Evangelic  History  and  Epistles  of  St- 
John  (Zweck  der  Evangel  isch  en  Geschichte  und  Briefe  Johannis, 
Tubingen,  1786.)  sect.  58 — 62.  and  in  a  Latin  Estay,  entitled, 
De  fonte  Evangeliorum  Matthai  et  Luc©,  printed  at  Tubingen  in 
1754,  and  reprinted  in  the  third  volume  of  the  Conutoentaiioaes 
theologies,  published  at  Leipzig  in  1796. 

«  lie  leaves  it  undetermined,  p;  360,  whether  St.  Luke  capiat 
from  SL  Matthew,  or  whether  the  translator  of  St,  Matthew^ 
Gospel,  on  the  supposition  that,  St*  Matthew  wrote  in  Hebrew, 
made  use  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel :  bujL  he  seems  to  favour  the  latter 
opinion. 

**  In  the  preface  to  his  German  Harmony  of  the  Evangelists, 
(Hamburg,  1766,  8vo.)  p.  109—1190 
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made  use  of  it,  and  that  St.  Mark  made  use  of  both. 
—•The  third  ease  was  assumed  bv  Grotius,  who  in  his 
Note  to  Matth.  L  1.  says,  Us  urn  esse  Marouxn  Mat* 
tircei  Evfengelio  apcrtumlacit  collatio;  and  in  his  Note 
to  Lake  i.  1 .  Lucas  ita  Matthaei  el  Marci  hiatoriam 
anxit,  ut,  obi  res  easdem  narrat,  eadera  quoque  verba 
Don  raro  usurpet.  Mill  also  speaking  of  the  Gospels 
ef  it  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  says,  Prol.  $  109.  Facta 
collatione  singulorum  utriusque  Evangelii,  qute  quidem 
idem  argument  a  in  tractant,  capita  m,  inevitabili  plane 
necessitate  coactus  sum  ut  credam,  ne  quidem  aliter 
fieri  potuisse  quiu  Marcus,  qui  cum  Matthsto  in  plu- 
rimis  exacte  ac  veluti  ad  verbum  convenit,  Matthaei 
Evangeliura  habuerit  ad  nianum  cum  suum  appararet, 
ex  eoque  nonnulla  pro  instituti  sui  ratione  descripserit, 
idque  propemodum  auroXcgu:  and  $  116.  he  says, 
nihil  evidenttus,  qu&m  Lucam  Evangeliorum  Matthaci 
et  Marci  ipsas  p??(T6tc,  phrases  et  locutiones,  imo  vero 
tetas  periochas,  in  suum  nonnunquam  auroAc&t  tra- 
duxisse.  Wetstein  is  of  the  same  opinion :  for  in  his 
Preface  to  St.  Mark's  Gospel  he  says,  cum  Marcus 
Matthei  Evangelium  ante  oculos  haberet,  quod  ex 
harmonia  manifestum  est,  &c. :  and  in  his  Preface  to 
St.  Luke's  Gospel  he  says,  Lucam  multa  ex  Matthseo, 
ex  Marco  plura  descripsisse  ex  collatione  patet.  Dr. 
Towoson,  in  bis  Discourses  on  the  four  Gospels 
(Oxford,  1788,  gvo,  2d.  ed.)  adopts  the  same  opinion : 
for  he  says,  p.  70.  that  'the  succeeding  Evangelists 
had  seen  the  former  Gospels/  and  p.  85.  93.  139*  he 
asserts  that  St.  Mark  wrote  after  St  Matthew,  and  St. 
Jjuke  after  both  St  Matthew  and  St.  Mark.  The 
same  opinion  has  been  adopted  also  either  wholly  or 
in  part*  by  many  other  persons,  whom  it  is  unnecessary 

»   •  * 

'  That  part  especially,  which  relates  to  St.  Mark's  having  copied 
from  St.  Matthew  has  been  adopted  by  very  many  writers  since 
the  time  of  Augustin,  who,  speaking  of  St.  Matthew,  says  (De 
Consensu  Evapgelistarum,  Lib.  I.  cap.  4.)  Marcus  euro  subse- 
laitus,  tanquam  pedisscquus  et  breviator  ejus,  videtur,     But  many 
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to  mention*— The  fourth  case  has  been  assumed,  as  fes 
as  I  know,  by  no  critic:  for,  though/some  suppose  that 
St  Mark  copied  from  St.  Lukef,  others  that  St  Mat- 
thew copied  from  St  Marks   others  again  that  St 
Matthew  copied  from  St  Luke  h,  yet  no  writer  has 
maintained  all  three  positions  of  the  fourth  case* — The 
fifth  case  is  assumed  by  Owen  and  Griesbach.     Tie 
former    in    his    Observations,  on   the  four  Go^fRs 
(London,  1764,  8vo.)  after  having  quoted  p.  32—43- 
many  passages,  in  which  the  Gospels  of  St  Matthew, 
and  St.  Luke  have  a  verbal  agreement,  explains  tins 
agreement  on  the  supposition,  that  St  Luke  copied 
from  St  Matthew :  and  after  having  quoted  p.  53 — 75- 
many  passages,  in  which  St  Mark's  Gospel  verbally 
agrees,  sometimes  with  that  of  St  Matthew,  sometimes, 
with  that  of  St  Luke,  he  concludes,  that  both  these- 
Gospels  were  used  by  St  Mark1.     Griesbach.  in  a 
Latin  Essay  published  at  Jena  in  two  parts  in  1 789» 
aod  179©,  and  reprinted  with  additions  in  the  first 


of  those  critics,  who  agree  with  Augustin  in  the  opinion,  that  St. 
Mark  copied  from  St.  Matthew,  differ  from  him,  in  respect  to  -the 
question,  whether  St  Mark  ought  to  be  called  the  ab//reviator  of 
St  Matthew.  In  fact  however*  the  dispute  is  a  mere  verbal  one:: 
for  if  St.  Mark  copied  from  St,  Matthew,  he  may  in  one  sense  be 
called  an  abbreviator,  in  another  sense  an  amplifier  of  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel.  He  may  so  far  be  called  an  abbreviator,  as  he  wholly 
omitted  ch.  i.  ii.  v.  vi.  vii.  and  many  other  parts  of  the  Gospel  of 
St.  Matthew :  and  on  the  other  hand  he  may  be  called  an  amplifier,, 
since  many  of  the  facts  which  are  common  to  the  Gospels  of  St. 
Matthew  and  St.  Mark,  are  related  by  St,  Mark  more  circumstan- 
tially, than  they  are  by  St.  Matthew. 

'  For  instance,  Owen  and  Griesbach,  whose  opinions  wHl  be 
mentioned  presently. 

*  Storr.  *  Busching.     . 

1  In  this  respect,  Busching,  as  appears  from  what  has  been 
already  said,  agrees  with  Qwen.  The  anonymous  author  (supposed 
to  be  S  troth)  of  a  German  Essay  on  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew 

Iiublished  in  the  ninth  volume  of  Eichhorn's  Repertorium,  asserts 
ikewise  p.  144,  that  St.  Mark  used  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew 
and  St.  Luke.  «  .*  . 
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volume  of  the  Commentationes  theologies  (Lipsiae, 
1 79*)  contends,  not  only  that  St.  Mark  copied  both 
from  St  Matthew .  and  from  St  Luke,  but  that  the 
who^t  of  St.  Mark's  Gospel  is  nothing  more,  than  a 
compilation  froqa  those  of.  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke/ 
as  appears  from  the  very  title  of  his  dissertation, 
which  is  Commentatio,  qua  Marci  Evsngelium  Mum 
e  ^f atthaei  et  Lucas  oommentariis  decerptum  esse  mon- 
stratur.  And  that  he  supposes  also,  that  St.  Luke 
copied  from  St*  Matthew,  appears  from  a  dissertation, 
which  he  published  at  Jena  in  1784,  entitled,  De 
fonttbus  irode  Evaogpliete  suas  de  resurrectione  Domini 
narrationes  bauserint — The  sixth  case  has  been  hitherto 
adopted  by  no  critic,  with  whose  works  I  am  ac- 
quainted. 

This  diversity  of  opinion,  which  prevails  among 
those,  w{k>  are  agreed  on  the  general  principle,  'that' 
the  wtbal  harmony  of  the  Evangelists  must  be  ex- 
plained on  the  supposition,  that  the  one  copied  from 
the  other,  arises  from  the  diversity  of  opinion,  in  respect 
to  the  time,  when  the  Gospels  were  written :  for,  if 
the  order,  in  which  the  Gospels  were  written,  could  be 
proved  a  priory  on  the  authority  of  indubitable  histo- 
rical evidence,  there  could  be  no  doubt,  as  soon  as 
the  principle  itself  was  admitted,  as  to  the  mode  of 
applying  it.  I^was  formerly  the  common  opinion  that 
the  Gospels  were  written  in  the  order,  in  which  they 
are  placed  im  our  canon,  namely,  that  St.  Matthew 
wrete  first,  then  St  Mark,  aod  then  St  Lake.  For 
this  reason,  Grotius,  Mill,  Wetstein,  and  several 
other  critics  concluded,  that  St  Mark  copied  from 
St  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  both  from  St.  Matthew 
and  from  SU  Mark  \    Bat  that  out  three  first  Gospels 


*  Whoever  draws  this  conclusion,  and  yet  supposes  that  St. 
Matthew  wrote  Ins  Gospel  in  Hebrew,  most  likewise  suppose, 
ettket  that  it  had  been  already  translated*  into  Greek,  when  St 
Mark  and  St.  Luke  wrote,  and  that  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  used 
the  Greek  translation;  or,  if  t£e  Greek  translation  was  made  after 
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were  really  written  in  the  order,   in  which  they  are 
placed  in  our  canon,  is  a  matter  which  it  is  impossible 
to  prove  from  historical  evidence:   for  ecclesiastical 
writers  themselves  are  at  variance  on  this  subject,  and 
it  is  evident  that  even  they,  who  lived  in  the  second 
and  third  centuries,  had  no  certain  knowledge  in  respect 
to  the;  .order,  in  which  the  Gospels  were  written.     If 
then  the  premises  themselves  are  uncertain,  all  con- 
clusions, which  are  deduced  from  them,  must  be  like- 
wise uncertain.     Later  critics,  knowing  on  what  pre- 
carious grounds  the  opinion  rests,  that  our  three  first 
Gospels  were  written  in  the  same  order,  in  which  they 
are  placed  in  our  canon,  have  ventured  to  desert  it: 
but  then  .the  opinions,  whieb  they  have  substituted  in 
its  stead,  are  equally  incapable  of  historical  proof  with 
the  opinion,  which  they  have  abandoned,  and  conse- 
quently the  conclusions,  which  they  have  drawn,  are 
exposed  to  all  that  uncertainty,  which  attends  the  in- 
ference deduced  by  Grotius,  IMtfll,  and  Wetstein.    The 
opinion  of  Storr,  that  St  Mark's  Gospel  was  written, 
not  only  before  that  of  St.  Luke,  but  even  before  that  of 
St,  Matthew,  is  still  less  capable  of  support,  than  that, 
which  was  formerly  adopted :  for  in  favour  of  Store's 
opinion  no  ecclesiastical  writer  whatsoever  can  be  al- 
leged*    It  is  in  fact  a  mere  conjecture  of  the  learned 
author;    for  the  arguments,   which  he  alleges  in  its 
support,  do  not  raise  it  even  to  the  lowest  degree  of 
probability.      He  argues  thus1.     Barnabas   was  sent 
with  St  Paul  to  Antioch,  to  bring  to  the  Christian 
converts  in  that  city  the  decree  of  the  Apostolic  council 
held  in  Jerusalem,  Acts  xv.    St  Mark  was  a  cousin  of 

tbo  Gospels  of  St.  Ma  rk  and  St.  Luke  were  written,  that  their 
Gospels  were  consulted  by  the  translator :  for  without  one  of  the^e 
two  suppositions  the  verbal  harmony  of  St.  Matthew's  Greek  Gos- 
pel with  those  of  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  will  remain  unexplained  on 
the  principle  in  question.  Similar  remarks,  are  applicable  tp  the 
five  other  oases. 

■.  '  See  sect.  59.  of  the  work  above  quoted* 
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Barnabas,  and,  as  appears  from  Acts  xv.  37.  was  like* 
wise  at  that  time  in  Antioch.  Consequently  St.  Mark 
bad,  at  that  time,  a  very  proper  occasion  for  the  com- 
position of  a  Gospel ;  and,  as  he  was  the  favourite  dis- 
ciple of  St  Peter,  who  bad  taken  the-  lead  in  the 
council  at  Jerusalem,.  St.  Peter  could  not  have  assigned 
to  a  more  proper  person  the  task  of  writing  a  Gospel, 
-—Now  it  may  be  readily  admitted,  that  if  St  Mark 
had  written  bis  Gospel  at  Antioch,  and  at  so  early  a 
period,  as  that,  for.  which  Storr  contends,  the  under- 
taking would  have  been  a  very  proper  one  :  but  the 
converse  of  the  proposition,  which  Storr  adopts,  is  un- 
warrantable, since  no  man  can  argue  from  the  pro- 
priety of  a  fact  to  the  existence  of  it  Besides,  if  the 
question  is  to  be  decided  on  the  ground  of  propriety,  we 
may  with  equal  reason  say,  it  was  proper  that  the  first 
Gospel  should  be  written  by  an  Apostle.  The  opinions 
of  Owen  and  Biisching,  though  each  of  them  is  much 
more  probable  than  that  of  Storr;  are  still  exposed  to 
the  same  uncertainty,  as  the  opinion,  which  both  of 
them  abandoned*  For,  when  Owen  contends,  that 
St.  Matthew  wrote  before  St.  Luke,  and  Biisching,  on 
the  other  band,  that  St.  Luke  wrote  before  St  Mat- 
thew, so  much  may  be  said  on  both  sides,  that  it  is 
really  difficult  to  determine  which  is  the  true  one. 
Both  of  these  critics  agree  in  respect  to  St.  Mark,  and 
conclude,  that  he  used  the  Gospels  both  of  St  Matthew 
and  of  St  Luke,  a  conclusion  which  they  deduce  from 
the  previous  supposition,  that  St  Mark  wrote  after  St; 
Luke.  But  if  Grotius,  Mill,  and  Wetstein,  were  now, 
alive,  they  might  answer,  '  JVc  previously  suppose,, 
and,  as  well  as  you,  can  allege  authorities  in  favour 
of  ouf  supposition,  that  St  Mark  wrote  before  St 
Luke,  and  therefore  have  as  much  right  to  conclude, 
that  St  Luke  used  the  Gospel*  of  St.  Matthew  and 
St.  Mark,  as  you  have  to  conclude  that  St  Mark 
used  the  Gospels  of  St  Matthew  and  St  Luke.'  Such 
is  the  uncertainty,  which  has  hitherto  attended  the 
explanation  of  the  verbal  harmony  of  our  three  first 
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Gospels  on  the  hypothesis,  tb*t  the  succeeding  Evan* 
gelists  copied  from  the  preceding.  i  From  the  verbal 
harmony  between  St.  Matthew  and  St  Mark,  one 
writer  concludes  that  St.  Mark  copied  from  St  Mat* 
thew,  while  another  concludes,  that  St  Matthew  copied 
from '  St  Mark ;  •  from  the  verbal  harmony  between  St 
Matthew  and  St.  Luke,  one  writer' concludes,  that  St. 
Luke  copied  from  St  Matthew,  while  another  concludes, 
that  St  Matthew  copied  frott  St.  Luke :  and,  lastly, 
from  the  verbal  harmony  between  St  Mark  and  St 
Luke,  one  author  concludes,  that  St  Luke  copied  from 
St.  Mark,  while  another  concludes,  that  St  Mark  copied 
from  St.  Luke.  This  contrariety  of  conclusion  from 
the  same  premises,'  is  occasioned  by  the  circumstance, 
that  each  critic  sets  out  with  a  previously  assumed 
opinion,  in  respect  to  the  time  when  the  Gospels  were 
written,  and  as  this  opinion  is  different  in  different  per- 
sons, the  conclusions,  which  they  de&ce,  must  be  like- 
wise different   . 


» «^^^—« 


CHAPTER  HI. 

of  eatESBAca's  hypothesis  ih  particular, 

Griesbach,  whose  critical  penetration  the  difficulties 
above  stated  could  not  easily  escape,  has  acted  ou  a 
different  plan;  and  instead  of  commencing  the  in* 
quiry,  by  supposing  that  St  .Mark  wrote  after  both  St 
Matthew  and  St  Luke,  he  deduces  this  inference 
from  the  very  statement,  by  which  he  endeavours  to 
prove,  that  St.  Mark's  Gospel  is  a  compilation  from 
those  of  St.  Matthew  and  St  Luke.  It  appears, 
namely  from  the  statement m  which  he  has  made  of 
the  Gospels  of  St  Matthew,  St  Mark,  and  St  Luke, 

« 

n  Comment  Theol.  p.  374*381. 


THK&*  FIRST'  O0S**LS.  179 

r 

that  the  whole  of  St  Mark's  Gospel,  if  we  except  four 
and-twfenty  verses,  is  cdntaihed  either  in  the  Gospel  df 
St.  Matthew  or  in  the  Gospel  of  St.  Luke ;  or,  in  other 
words,  that,  with  the  exception  of  these  four-and- 
twenty  verses,  there  is  no  fact  recorded  in  St.  Mark's 
Gospel,  which  is  not  recorded  either  in  the  Gospel  of 
St  Matthew,  or  in  the  Gospel  of  St  Luke.  Cdnse- 
quently,  St  Mark's  Gdspel  may  be  a  compilation  from 
those  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke :  and  therefore 
whoever  adopts  the  principle,  that  the  succeeding  Evan- 
gelists copied  from  the  preceding,  must  further  con* 
elude,  not  only  that  St.  Mark's  Gospel  may  be  a  com- 
pilation frotn  those  of  St  Matthew  and  St  Luke,  but 
that  it  really  is  so.  The  question,  therefore,  to  be  exa- 
mined, is:  Are  the  arguments,  which  Griesbath  has 
alleged  in  favour  of  the  ppitiicto,  that  St  Mafk  did  Copy 
from  St  Matthew  and  from  St  Luke,  sufficient  to  war- 
rant the  principle,  which  sd  many  other  critics  have 
rejected  ?  To  render  this  subject  perspicuous  to  those, 
who  have  pot  the  Comtntntationes  theologies  at  hand, 
it  will  be  necessary  to  copy  here  Griesbach's  Table  of 
the  contents  of  St  Mark's  Gdspel  compared  with  tho*e 
of  St.  Matthew  and  St  Ltike.  The  middle  column  con- 
tains the  whole  of  St  Mark's  Gospel :  those  td  the 
right  and  left,  contain  the  portions  of  St.  Matthew's  and 
St  Luke's,  which  correspond  to  the  stated  portions  of 
St  Mark's  Gospel. 
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table  is  accompanied  with  notes,  in  which  the 
learned  and  ingenious  author  endeavours  to  explain, 
why  St  Mark  (on  the  supposition  that  he  used  the 
Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St  Luke)  copied  this 
portion  from  St  Matthew  and  that  portion  from  St 
Luke :  why  he  sometimes  attended  to  both  :  and  why 
at  other  times  certain  portions  of  the  Gospels  of  St 
Matthew  and  St  Luke  were  wholly  omitted  by  him. 

The  possibility  that  St  Mark  compiled  his  Gospel 
from  those  of  St  Matthew  and  St  Luke,  being  thus 
distinctly  -shewn,  Griesbach  proceeds u  to  assign  the 
reasons,  which  induced  him  to  believe,  that  St  Mark 
really  did  compile  his  Gospel  in  that  manner*  These 
reasons  comprise  two  principal  arguments.  The  first 
is,  that  we  can  account  for  the  arrangement  of  the 
facts  in  St  Mark's  Gospel,  on  the  proposed  scheme  of 
compilation :  for  if  St  Mark  copied  sometimes  from 
St  Matthew,  and  at  other  times  from  St  Lpke,  we  per-^ 
-ceive  the  reason  why  St  Mark's  arrangement  is  always 
the  same,  either  with  that  of  St  Matthew,  or  with 
th*tt  of  St  Luke.  The  other  argument,  on  which 
Griesbach  lays  the  greatest  stress,  is,  that  though  St 
-Luke  has  recorded  many  facts  which  are  unnoticed  by 
St.  Matthew,  though  St.  John  likewise  has  much 
matter,  which  is  not  in  the  Gospels  either  of  St.  Mat- 
thew, or  of  St.  Luke,  and  Christ's  ministry  might 
-have  furnished  a  still  greater  number  of  facts,  of  which 
St.  Mark  must  have  heard,  as  his  mother's  house  at 
Jerusalem  was  a  place  of  assembly  for  the  primitive 
Christians,  St.  Mark's  Gospel,  with  the  exception  of 
four-end-twenty  verses,  contains  no  facts  °,  which  are 
not  recorded,  either  in  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  or  in 
the  Gospel  of  St  Luke,  and  that  even  these  four-and- 


•  Comment.  Tbeol.  Tom.  I.  p.  S81— 


•  That  ib,  no  principal  facto  :  for  circumstances  unnoticed  by  St 
Matthew  and  St.  Luke  are  frequently  added  by  St.  Mark  to  the 
facts  which  he  has  in  common  with  the  other  two  Evangelists. 
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twenty  verses,  as  Griesbech  afterwards  ewte^rpqiB  to 
shew  %  might  have  been  suggested  by  one  of  thpse  two 
Gospels.  Now,  if  we  suppose  that  St  Mark's  Gospel 
js  nothing  more  than  a  compilation  from  the  Gospels 
of  St.  Matthew  and  St  Luke,  the  reason* fty  its  con- 
tents are  confined  to  those  of  the  other  two  Gospels  is 
obvious :  whereas,  if  St  Mark  had  written  by  hiiqsetf, 
or  without  the«id  of  any  other  Gospels*  it  would  not 
have  been  in  his  poWer  to  confibe  the  phoice  of  his  facts 
to  those  only,  which  St  Matthew  and  St  Luke  have 
recorded.  Griesbach  further  jdds* :  Sin  deniqup  con- 
tendas,  alios  aut  plu^s ,  guaip  hos  duumyirbs  modo 
laudatos  eum  habuisse  duces,  scire  ydfcnus,  qui  factum 
sit,  ut  bi  nihil  aliud,  si.  versus  exqipias  circifer  24,  ipsi 
suggererent,  quam  qupd  a?que  e  Magthpo  et  Lupa  mu- 
tuari  potuisset 

We  see  then,  th^t  Giiqsbach's  opinion  is  an  hypo- 
thesis, assumed  to  explain, .  not  only  $t  jack's  verbal 
harmony  with  St  Mjetth^w  Bnd  St  Lufce,  which  object 
it  has  in  common  with  other  hypotheses  of  this  kind, 
but  likewise  and  principally  two  other  phenomena  in 
St  Mark's  Gospel,  relative,  first  to  the  arrangement 
which  is  observed  in  it,  and  secondly,  to  its  contents. 
Now  that  these  two  phenomena  can  be  sqjved  by  the 
proposed  hypothesis,  may  be  readily  granted  ;•  but  be- 
fore we  exclude  all  other  hypotheses,  and  adopt  this 
as  the  true  one,  we  must  shew,  that  no  other  hy- 
pothesis can  solve  the  phenomena  as  well  as  the  pro- 
posed one.  For,  if  we  can  account,  in  any  easy  and 
satisfactory  manner,  for  the  contents  and  the  arrange- 
ment of  St  Mark's  Gospel,  without  having  recourse 
to  the  supposition,  that  he  compiled  it  from  the  Gospels 
of  St  Matthew  and  St  Luke,  the  circumstance,  that 
this  supposition  likewise  explains  the  two  above-men* 
tioned  phenomena,  proves  only  that  it  may  be  true,  not 
that  it  is  so.  But  it  will  be  shewn  hereafter  that  the 
contents  and  the  arrangement  of  St  Mark's  Gospel  are 

*  Pag.  38*—  388.   s  'Pag.  383.    . 
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capable  of  a  vary  satisfactory  solution  on  a  totally  dif- 
ferent hypothesis:  and  therefore  that  very  condition, 
which  is  requsite,  in  order  to  give  weight  to  the  proof* 
that  St  Mark  compiled  his  Gospel  from  those  of  St 
Matthew  and  St  Luke,  absolutely  fails.  Besides* 
there  are  other  phenomena  in  St.  Mark's  Gospel, 
which  it  is  necessary  to  explain,  as  well  as  the  two 
above-mentioned.  We  must  account  not  only  for  the 
matter  which  St  Mark's  Gospel  does  contain,  in  com- 
mon either  with  St  Matthew's,  or  with  St.  Luke's, 
but  likewise  for  the  matter,  which  it  does  not  contain 
in  common  with  the  other  two.  But  the  supposition, 
that  St  Mark  had  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and 
St  Luke  before  him,  when  he  composed  his  own, 
cannot  possibly  account  for  the  phenomenon,  that 
those  two  Gospels  have  so  much  important  matter,  of 
which  no  traces  are  to  be  found  in  the  Gospel  of  St 
Mark.  It  is  true  that  great  ingenuity  has  been  em* 
ployed  in  the  discovery  <ef  such  reasons,  as  are  supposed 
to  have  induced  St  Mark  to  retain  only  certain  portions 
of  the  Gospels  of  St  Matthew  and  St;  Luke,  and  to 
omit  the  restr.  But;  even  if  these  reasons  be  satisfac- 
tory, they  shew  nothing  mope  than  that  the  hypo* 
thesis  is  reconcileable  with  the  phenomenon,  that  so 
ranch  important  matter  contained  in  the  Gospels  of 
St  Matthew  and  St  Luke  is  not  likewise  contained  in 
the  Gospel  of  St  Mark :  whereas  every  hypothesis,  in 
order  to  answer  the  purposes  for  which  it  is  assumed, 
must  not  only  be  reconcileable  with  the  phenomena, 
but  must  likewise  account  for  them.     Lastly,  there  are 

'  It  cannot  be,  nor  indeed  ha*  it  been,  asserted,  that  St.  Mark 
omitted  so  much  matter,  because  it  was  already  contained  in  the 
Gospel  either  of  St.  Matthew  or  of  St.  Luke :  for  whoever  has  re- 
course to  this  argument  undermines  the  whole  edifice.  If  St.  Mark 
thought  it  unnecessary  to  record  what  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  had 
already  recorded,  it  may  be  asked :  Why  then  did  he  write  a  Gospel, 
which  is  almost  wholly  contained  in  the  other  two  ?  On  this  ground 
therefore  we  might  conclude  that  St.  Mark  had  never  seen  the 
Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke. 
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several  remarkable  phenomena  in  die  verbal  harmony 
of  the  Evangelists  hitherto  unknown,  which  are  not  only 
inexplicable  on  the  supposition,  that  St.  Mark  used  die 
Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke,  but  really  in- 
compatible with  the  supposition,  as  will  be  shewn  here- 
after. 


CHAPTER  IV.  • 

OF  THE  AUTHORS,  WHO  SUPPOSE,  THAT  OUR  EVA  If - 
OEJLISTS  MADE  JUS*  OF  A  COMMON  DOCUMXKT, 
OR  COMMON  DOCUMENTS. 

In  the  two  foregoing  sections  the  opinions  of  those 
critics,  who  adopt  the  principle)  that  the  succeeding 
Evangelists  copied  from  the  preceding,  have  been 
stated  in  such  a  manner,  that,  in  order  to  do  justice  to 
the  respective  opinions,  the  principle  itself  has  not  been 
called  in  question.  But  this  very  principle*  on  which 
all  the  above-mentioned  hypotheses  depend,  is  liable 
to  objections,  which  it  is  not  very  easy  to  surmount. 
For  this  reason  other  critics,  explain  the  verbal  harmony 
observable  in  our  three  first  Gospels,  on  the  supposition, 
that  they  were  derived  from  a  common  source.  The 
first  writer,  to  whom  this  thought  occurred,  was 
Le  Clerc  *,  who  in  bis  Historia  Ecclesiastic*  (Amstelo- 
dami,  1716,  4to.)  Saec.  I.  Ann.  lxiv.  sect  xi.  p.  429- 
speaking  of  the  verbal  harmony  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel 
with  those  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark,  and  the  in- 
ference,   which  was  thence  deduced,    that  both  these 

•  Even  Epiphanktt,  as  long  ago  as  the  fourth  century,  speaking 
of  the  verbal  harmony  of  the  Evangelists,  which  he  calls  ovpf*m 
%su  urt*  nfvfat.  Hares.  LI.  6.  accounts  for  it  by  saying,  «r»  *i 
•wk  n*  wrryvt  tff/witrm.    But  he  has  not  explained  what.be  meant 

by  aim  *  sruyn. 
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Goipels  were  used  by  St  Luke,  says :  Quod  volunt, 
ex  collatione  Evangelii  Luce  cum  Matthsei  et  Marci 
Evangeiiis,  liquere  Lucam  ab  lis  loca  Integra  verbaque 
et  loquendi  genera  mutuatum  esse,  id  vero  minime  per- 
spicuum  est,  quidni  enim  credamus  tria  hike  Evangelia 
partim  peiita  esse  ex  simHibus  out  iisdem  fontibus,  hoc 
est,  e  commentariis  eorum,  qui  varioe  Christi  sermones 
audirerant,  aut  actorum  ejus, testes  fuerant,  eaque,  ne 
obliviont  mandarentur,  illico  scriptis  raandarant  Le 
Clerc  however  appears  to  have  made  no  further  use  of 
this  opinion,  and  it  attracted  so  little  notice,  that  it  lay 
dormant  upwards  of  sixty  years,  till  it  was  revived  by 
Michaelis  in  the  third  edition  of  his  Introduction  to 
the  New  Testament  *  published  in  1777.  But  in  this 
edition  Michaelis  still  •  retained  the  opinion  that  St 
Mark  copied  from  St.  Matthew  °,  and  therefore  united  v 
the  hypothesis,  that  the  Evangelists  used  more  ancient 
documents,  with  the  principle,  that  the  one  copied 
from  the  other.  In  1783  rrofessor  Koppe  at  Got- 
tingen  published  a  short'  Latin  dissertation  entitled; 
Marcus  non  epitomator  Matth&i,  in  which  be  ex- 
plained, as  Michaelis  had  done,  the  examples  of  verbal 
harmony  in  the  three  first  Gospels,  on  the  supposition, 
that  in  those  -examples .  the  Evangelists  retained  the 
words  which  had  been  used  in  more  ancient  Gospels, 
such  as  those,  of  which  St  Luke  speaks  in  his  preface: 
and  he  at  the  same  time  asserted  that  one  Evangelist 
did  not  copy  from  the  Gospel  of  the  other.  Tor  this 
last  assertion  Michaelis  has  likewise  subscribed  in  the 

«  Vol.  II.  £  1S5.  In  the  fourth  edition  it  is  $  129:  in  the  En- 
glish  translation  Vol.  III.  ch.  mi.  Priestley  has  a  similar  thought 
in  his  Observations  on  the  Harmony  of  the  Evangelists  (p.  78), 
which  were  likewise  published  in  1777. 

.  *  Vol.  II.  $  137. 

w  This  has  likewise  been  Sone  by  other  critics,  as  will  appear  in 
the  sequel. 
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fourth  edition  of  bU  Introduction  Y*o4  abandoning  hit 
former  opinion  (hat  St  Mark  copied  from  St  Matthew, 
he  attributes  the  verbal  harmony  of  all  three  Evangelists 
to.  the  use  of  the  same  documents.  But  as  he  assumes, 
that  St  Matthew  wrote  in  Hebrew,  be  supposes,  not 
that  St.  Matthew  himself*  but  that  his  Greek  traqslatpr 
had  recourse  to  th^jtwe  Qreek  dociweqt  or,  docur 
ments,  which  bed  beep  used  berth  by  St  M^k  and  St 
Luke,  and  th»t  ben<&  *ra$e  the  yerbfrl  harmony  be- 
tween the  Greek  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  and  the  Qosr 
pels  of  St  Mark  and  St  Luke.    .,     . 

We  see  then  th*t  Mjflbwfo  had  recourse  to  thfi  sup* 
position  of  a  common  Greek  document,  or  docutpeqts : 
and  in  fact,  when  the  verbal  bannQoy  of  three  Greek 
Gospels  is  tp  be  explained  on  the  bypetbftts,  that  a 
common  docwnonVvro  used,  it  i*  Qftturftl  to  cppclqde, 
(hat  the  common c^ocmneoti was  Utewse. written  in 
Greek.  But  aince^qr  three  i  first  Gospel*  qpt  oqly 
furnish  numerous ;  ax  am  pie*  of  a  alose.  verbal  coiner 
dence,  but  present  at  other  times  ,n^t  fags  ntu«Grosi9 
examples,  which  hun*  all  the  appearand  of  beipg  dif- 
ferent tnmslations  of  the  same  Hebrew*  w  Clutktefe  or 
Syriac  original,  other  critics  haw  wipppwd^  that  a 
common  Hebrew,  or  Chalde?,  w  Syrian  Wgioal  ?  wg 
the  ground-work,  ou  which  our  three,  fetf  GoapeU 
w«re  built  Semler,  though  in.  tf»  wr\y  part  of  hit 
life  he  bad  adopted  the  opinion:, that  thft  wcoeediqg 
Evmgelists  copied ,  from  the  preceding,  and  especially 

«-»  ...  •  i      . 

*  Vol.  II.  (  144.    Vol.  III.  cb.  t.  sect.  5.  of  the  translation, 

*  The  tiras  •  Hebrew/  «  Chaldee,'  *  Syriac/  when  applied  to 
the  document  or  documents  supposed  by  various  critics  to  have 
been  used  by  our  three  first  Evangelists,  are  in  ftpt  synonymous* 
For  by  Hebrew  is  not  meant  the  language;  in.  which  the  Obi  Testa* 
ment  is  written,  but  the  language  spoken  in  Palestine  in  the  time 
of  the  Apostles,  of  which  language  Chaldee  was' one  dialect, 
Syriac  another.  And  these  two  diiep  so  little  from  each  other, 
that,  with  the  exception  of  the  Nun  of  the  third  person  future, 
Syriac,  when  written  with  Chaldee  letters,  and  without  points, 
becomes  itself  Chaldee. 
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that  St.  Luke  copied  from  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew 
and  Sl  Mark ",  was  the  first  writer,  who  assumed  the 
hypothesis  (or  at  least  was  the  first  who  made  it  known 
to  the  public)  that. our  three  first  Evangelists  used  in 
coipmon  a  Hebrew  or  Syriac  document,  or  dpcumpnls, 
from  which  they  derived  the  principal  materials  of 
their  Gospels.  This  hypothesis  he  deliverecj  jq.fiis 
Remarks  on  Townson's  Discourses  on  the  four  Gos~ 
pels*,  which  he  published  at  Halle  ip  1783:  but  he 
has  delivered  it  only  in  a  cursory  manner,  and,  as  the 
thought  was  then  new,  he  does  not  appear  to  have  had 
any  very  determinate  opinion  on  the  subject    ,  » 

The  next  year,  namely  in  1784,  was  published  at 
Berlin  a  posthumous  work  of  Lessing  entitled  Lessings 
Theological  Reiick? \  in  which  is  a  short  Essay c  on 
the  origin  of  our  canonical  Gospels.  In  this  Essay, 
.which  was  written  in  1778,  as  appears  from  .the  date 
of  the  manuscript,  and  therefore  five  years  before 
Semler  published  his  remarks  on  Townspp,  the  hypo- 
thesis of  a  common  Syr^q  or  Chaldee  original  is  like- 
wise asserted,  but  with  much  more  precisipp*  than  was 
done  by  Semler.  This  original,  according  to  Leasing, 
was  no  other  than  (he  Gospel,  which  was  known  by 
the  name  of  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  or 
the  Gospel  according  to  the  twelve  Apostles,  a  Gospel, 
of  jvhich  the  ancients  speak  with  great  respect.  From 
this  Gospel  Lessing  supposes,  that  St.  Matthew,  (who 
in  hb  opinion  wrote  not  m  Hebretv d  but  in  Greek) 

*  See  his  Preface  to  Baumgarten's  Controversial  Divinity  (Halle, 
1762.)  p.  52.  Note  20. 

•  Especially  in  Vol.  I.  p.  146,  147.  221 .  290. 

b  Theologischer  Nachlass.  e  Pag.  45 — 72. 

«  The  notion  entertained  by  the  ancients,  that  St.  Matthew 
wrote  in  Hebrew,  is  ascribed  by  Leasing  to  the  following  cause. 
St.  Matthew,  though  he  wrote  in  Greek,  made  use  of  a  Hebrew 
or  Chaldee  document,  namely  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews, 
Hence  this  document  acquired  the  name  of  St.  Matthew's  Hebrew 
original,  whence  it  was  afterwards  supposed,  that  St.  Matthew  was 
die  author  of  it. 
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and  also  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  derived  the  principal 
materials  of  their  own  Gospejs,  and  accordingly  trans- 
lated it  more  .or  l^ss  fully,  more  or  less  closely,  into 
Greek*.  Leasing'^  hypothesis  was  soon  after  opposed 
by  two  very  eminent  eritics,  Storr  and  Griesbach,  who 
in  the  works  above  mentioned,  the  one  published  in 
1786,  the  other  in  1789,  advanced  very  different  hypo* 
theses.  But  in  1790,  it  met  with  the  approbation  of 
Niemeyer,  Professor  of  divinity  in  Halle,  who  in  his 
Conjecture  ad  illostrandum  plurimorum  N.  T.  scrip- 
torum  silentium  de  primordiis  vitse  Jesu  Christie  says, 
p.  8.  l  Jam  si  fides  habenda  est  patrum  auctoritati, 
antiquissima  extitk  de  vita  Jesu  Christi  narratio,  in 
usum  eorum,  qui  e  Judaeis  Christian!  facti  erant,  Pa- 
testinehsium  imprimis  scripta.  H«c  narratio  variis 
nominibus  msignitur,  quo  pertinent  EvangeKum  duo* 
decim  Apostolorum,  Hebneorum,  Nazaraeorum,  se- 
cundum Matthieum :  eademque,  nisi  me  omnia  fallunt, 
projbnte  habenda  est,  e  quo  reliqua  id  genus  scripta, 
tanquam  rvculx  originem  suam  duxerunt.  Further, 
'  Niemeyer  has  not  only  adopted  Lessing's  hypothesis,  but 
-has  improved  it ;  and  since  he  has  in  reality  laid  the 
foundation  of  the  still  greater  improvements,  which  have 
been  made  on  the  hypothesis  of  a  common  Hebrew,  or 
'Chaldee  original,  it  is  but  justice  to  transcribe  what  he 
has  further  said  on  this  subject,  p.  9%  10.    '  Cum  vero 

•  Adler,  in  a  short  Latin  dissertation  entitled  *  Nonnulla  MatthsB 
et  Marci  enunciate  ex  indole  linguae  Sjriacae  explicantur,' published 
at  Copenhagen  in  the  same  year  in  which  Lessing's  Theological 
Reticles  were  printed,  likewise  explains  (p.  24.)  the  agreement 
between  the  Greek  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and.  Su  Mark,  on  the 
supposition,  that  they  were  both  derived  Iron  the  same  Hebrew  or 
Chaldee  original.  But  Adler  has  not  extended  the  hypothesis  to 
St.  Luke's  Gospel,  though  perhaps  for  no  other  reason,  than  be- 
cause the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and  §t.  Mark  were  the  only 
subjects  of  his  inquiry.  He  differs  however  from  Leasing  in  respect 
to  the  original  itself:  for  he  supposes,  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  not 
in  Greek,  but  in  Chaldee,  or  as  it  is  frequently  said,  Hebrew,  that 
from  St.  Matthew's  Chaldee  original  St.  Mark  made  an 
but  that  it  was  afterwards  completely  translated  into  Greek. 
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centineret  hie  liber,  de  quo  qnsM-imus,  Apostalorum 
de  vita  Ghristi  narrattones,  oon  modo  propter  argument! 
gravitatein  credibile  est,  ejus  exeraplaria  ia  plunmoruin 
Chrisdanorum  manibus  fuisse,  quorum  maxime  debebat 
interesse  divinam  magistri  sui  imaginem  intueri,  verum 
etiam  singulis  exemptaribus  ea,  qua  quisque  aliunde  de 
Chriito  comperta  haberet,  tanquam  auctaria  adscripta 
esse* :  ita  quidem  ut  vel  Apostolorum  aevo  plures  exti- v 
teriut  horum  Meraorabilium  recensiones.  Quod  si  su- 
mitur,  multa  faeillime  explicari  possunt,  quae,  sublata 
ista  hypothesis  admodum  obscuras  reddunt  Evange- 
lioram  nostrorum  olivines.  Primum  intelligitur  con* 
eensus  Matthaei;  Marci,  Luce,  per  plures  Evangelioram 
suorum  partes,  non  modo  in  return  quas  tractant  simi- 
litudine,  verum  etiam  verborum  conspiratione  perspi- 
cuus.  Fac  centum  homines  ejusdem  facti  fuisse  testes, 
fac  centum  ipsos  quod  viderint  mandasse  Uteris :  con- 
sentient re,  different  verbis,  nee  quisquam  casu  /actum 
esse  judicabit,  si  vel  tres  aut  quatuor  ex  eqrum  numera 
rem  ita  narraverint,  ut  per  plarimarum  periodorum 
aeriem  verbum  verbo  respondeat  Hoc  vero  quis  ig- 
norat  sexcentis  observari  in  Evangelistary  m  commen- 
tariis  ?  Atqui  hoc  mirum  non  est.  Nempe  ex  eodem 
hmaerunt  fonte.  Memorabilia  Christi  et  dicta  et  facta 
Hebraiee  scrtpta,  in  usum  Greece  loquentium,  Greece 
feberunt.  Qui  vero  factum  est,  ut  Lucas  alium  seque* 
retur  rerum  ordinem,  quam  Matthaeus ;  ut  in  Marco 
plura  desiderentur,  in  Matth&o,  cujus  vestigia  premere 
videtur,  obvia?  Ut  in  singulis  parti  bus  alter  altera 
verbosior,  in  observaodis  rebus  minutis  diligentior  re- 
periatur?  Quonium,  ut  diximus,  mira  fuit  exempla- 
rktm,  que  ista  Apostolorum  a*-opyiijiovsvjuiTa  complec- 
tebantur,  diversitas.  Deinde,  quoniam  liberum  fuit  iis> 
quae  ex  istis  Comtnentariis  sua  Evangelia  concinnabanL 
addere  qqte  sibi  aliunde  innotuissent,  resecare  quae  vet 

'  This  additional  supposition,  which  was  first  made  by  Niemeyer, 
will  be  found  to  be  of  singular  use  in  explaining  many  phenomena 
in  our  three  first  canonical  Gospels* 
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subtest*  fidei,  rel  minus  utiiia  lectoribus,  et  a  suo 
scribendi  corisilio  retnota  judicarent/ 

From  the  time  that  Niemeyer  published  this  disser- 
tation, the  hypothesis  of  a  common  Hebrew  or  Glialdfce 
original  has  been  daily  gaining  ground  in  Germany. 
In  the  year  following,  namely  in  1791*  it  was  adopted 
by  Mr.  Webber  of  Tubingen,  in  his  '  Contributions  to 
the  history  of  the  eanoii  of  the  New*  Testament  V  who 
likewise  agrees*  with  Leasing  and  Niemeyer  in  the  opi- 
nion, that  the  common  Hebrew  or  Chaldee  document 
was  no  other  than  the  Gospel  according  to  the  He* 
brews.  In  the  year  1792,  was  published  at  Halle  in 
§w.  a  very  ingenious  work  entitled,  '  An  attempt  to 
illustrate  the  history  of  the  Jewish  and  Christian  canon  Y 
in  which  thfe  learned  author  derives  oar  three  first 
canonical  Gospeb  from  a  common  Hebrew  original, 
but  supposes, ,  not  oniy  that  St-  Matthew  wrote  in  He- 
brew, but  that  the  Hebrew  Gdspel  written  by  St  Mat- 
thew was  the  original,  frond  which'  our  three  first  Greek 
canonical  Gospels  were  derived  *. .  In  1793,  the  theo- 
logical faculty  at  Gottingen,  as  the  origin  of  our  ca- 
nonical Gospels  was  a  subject  whibh  began  to  -  gain 
universal  attention,  and  the  decision  of  the  question 
must  necessarily  lead  to  many  important  conclusions, 
proposed  the  following  question  for  a  prize  dissertation : 
1  QcMenam  sit  origd  Evangetiorum  Mattbeei,  Marci, 
Ltftfffe  et  Joannis  ?  ex  quibusnam  fontibus  eonim  auc- 
tores  hauserint  i  quibus  maxima  lectoribus  et  quo  con- 
silio  sioguli  scripserint :  quomodo  denique  et  quo  tem- 
pore factum  sit,  ut  quatuor  tsta  Evangelk  majorem, 

"  t  Bfeytrlge  zar  Geschichte  its  neutestamentlichen  Kanoos, 
Tubingen;  1T9I,  8vo.    See  especially,  p.  2i,  92. 

h  Versuch  einer  Beleuchtung  der  Geschichte  des  JUdischen  mid 
Christlichen  Bibelkanons.  The  author,  who  has  not  mentioned  his 
faame,  i*  supposed  to  be  Corodi,  a  clergyman  in  Switzerland,  who 
died  in  1793. 

1  V*l.  II.  p.  150-^\32.  Ji  E.  C.  Schmidt,  professor  at  Giassea, 
lias  since  adopted  the  same  opinion,  in  a  dissertation  printed  in  the 
fourth  volume  of  Henke's  Magazine  (Helmstadt,  1795.)  p.  577. 
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quam  Eraftgelia,  quee  vocatft  apocrypha,  et  canonicam 
auctoritatem  cotteequerentur  ?' ;  The  prize  was  ad- 
jodged  in  the  following  year 'W  Halfeld*,  and  the 
Accessk  to  Russwunrj  *,  both  sttidcrits  at  Gottingen: 
and  both  of  them  adopted  th*  hypothesis  that  out 
three  first  canonical  Gospels  were  derived  from  the 
same  Hebrew  or  Chaldee  document -or  documents,  but 
with  this  difference,  that  in  the  opinion  of  Halfeld 
several  documents  were  used'  by  the  Evangelists, 
whereas  Russvhinta  supposes,  that  they  used  only  dif- 
ferent copies  of  one  and  the  sanie  document,  which  he 
calls  the  original  Gospel.  But  Russwurm  does  not  sup- 
pose, either  with  Lessirig  and  Niemeyer  that  this  ori- 
ginal Gospel  was  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews, 
or  with  the  author  of  the  Attempt  to  illustrate  the 
Canon*  that  it  was  written  by  St  Matthew,  since  he 
considers  St  Matthew's  Gospel  as  derived  from  it 


* » 


CHAPTER  V. 

OF   EICHHOfttf's  HYPOTHESIS  IK   PARTICULAR. 

During  the  time  that  the  dissertations  tfere  prepar- 
ing for  the  prise  at  Gottingen,  Eichborn,  whose  lec- 
tures both  Halfeld  and  Russwurm  had  attended,  pre- 
pared likewise  a  dissertation  on  the  origin  of  our  three 
first  Gospels,  which  he  printed  in  1794,  in  the  fifth 
volume  of  his  Universal  Library  of  Biblical  Litera- 

*  Halfeld's  Dissertation  was  published  at  Gottingen,  in  1794* 
under  the  following  title,  Commentatio  de  origine  quatuor  Evan- 
getiorum,  et  de  eorum  caaonica  auctoritate. 

*  Russwurm  did  not  publish  his  Latin  dissertation,  but  translated 
it  into  German,  and  so  considerably  augmented  it,  as  to  make  two 
small  8to.  volumes,  the  first  of  which  was  printed  at  Ratzeburg. » 
1797. 
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,turem.  As*  this  dissertation  is  hy.  far  the  most  impor* 
taot  of  all  the  essays,  which  have  appeared  io  defence 
of  ti)e  hypothesis  of  a  common  Hebrew  or  Cbaldee 
original,  it  will  be  necessary  to  make  such  extracts 
firopi  it,  as  will  enable  those  readers,  who  are  not  ac- 
quainted with  German,,  to  judge  of  its  merits.  Eicb- 
horn  supposes  that  only  one  document  was  used  by  all 
three  Evangelists,  but  he  supposes  that  various  ad* 
ditions  bad  been  mpde  in  various  copies  of  it, 'and 
that  three  different  copies,  thus  variously  enriched, 
were  respectively  used  by  our  three  first  Evangelists. 
Thus  far  Niemeyer  had  supposed ;  but  then  Eichhora 
goes  much  deeper  into  the  subject,  than  any  of  those, 
who  had  written  before  him.  For  by  a  very  ingenious 
analysis  of  our  three  first  Gospels,  be  has  investigated 
both  the  contents  of  the  assumed  original  document, 
as  it  existed  in  its  primitive  state,  and  the  various  ad- 
ditions, which  were  made  to  it  in  the  copies,  which 
he  supposes  were  used  by  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and 
St.  Luke.  The  principle  which  he  adopts  in  this 
investigation,  is  the  following :  that  all  those  portions, 
which  are  common  to  all  three  Evangelists  were  origi- 
nally contained  in  the  common' document ;  that  the 
sections,  whether  great  or  small,  which  are  common 
to  St  Matthew  .and  St.  Mark  but  not  to  -St  Luke, 
and  at  the  same  time  occupy  places  in  the  Gospels  of 
St.  Matthew  and  St.  Marjt,  which  correspond  to  each 
other,  were  additions  made  in  the  copies  used -by  St. 
Matthew  and  St.  Mark,  but  not  in  the  copy  used  by 
St  Luke ;  and  in  like  manner  that  the  sections  found 
in  the  corresponding  places  of  the  Gospels  of  St  Mark 
and  St  Luke,  but  not  contained  in  the  Gospel  of  St, 
Matthew,  were  additions  made  in  the  copies  used  by 
St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke.  Hence,  according  to  Jucb- 
horp,  the  original  document  contained  the  following 

•  Pap.' 750-496;    The  Gfcrman  title  fa  AUgeroetne  BiMiothek 
tter.btbligchen  Liferatur.    It  is  a  periodical  publication,  which  1 
begun  in  1787,  and  contains  a  real  treasure  of  biblical  criticism 
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sections,  which  are  common  to  all  the  three  Evange- 
lists. 

1.  John  the  Baptist  Markni.  2—8.  Luke  in.  1 — 18. 
Matt  iii.  1 — 12, 

2.  Baptism  of  Christ  Mark  i.  9 — 11.  Luke  iii.  21, 
22.     Mattb.  iii.  13—17. 

3.  Temptation  of  Christ  Mark  i.  12,  13.  Luke  iv. 
I — 13*     Matth.  iv.  1—11. 

4.  Christ's  return  to  Galilee,  and  arrival  at  Capernaum, 
Mark  i.  14.     Luke  iv.  14.     Matthi  iv.  12,  13. 

5.  Cure  of  Peter's  mother-in-law.  Mark  i.  29 — 34. 
Luke  iv.  38— 41..    Matth.  viii.  14—17- 

6.  Cure  of  a  leper.  Mark  i.  40— -45.  Luke  v. 
12—16.     Matth.  viii.  2—4. 

7.  Cure  of  a  person  afflicted  with  the  palsy.  Mark  ii. 
1—12.     Luke  v.  17—26.     Matth.  ix.  1—8. 

8.  Call  of  St  Matthew.     Mark  ii.  13—22.     Luke  v. 

27—39.    Matt.  9— 17. 

9.  Christ  goes  with  his  disciples  through  the  corn  fields. 
Mark  ii.  23—28.  Luke  vi.  1 — 5.  Matth.  xii. 
1-8. 

10.  Cure  of  a  withered  hand.  Mark  iii,  1 — 6.  Luke 
vi.  6—11.    Matth.  xii.  9—  1 5. 

1 1.  Preparation  for  the  sermon  on  the  mount  Mark 
iii.  7 — 19.     Luke  vi.  12 — 19.  Matth.  iv.  23 — 25. 

J  2.  Confutation  of  the  opinion  that  Christ  cast  out 
devils  by  the  assistance  of  Beelzebub.  Mark  iii. 
20 — 30.  Matt  xii.  28—45.  (Perhaps  formerly 
Luke  also0). 


•  Throughout  all  the  following  sections,  which  are  common  to  all 
three  Evangelists,  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  have  precisely  the  same 
order.  But  St.  Matthew,  though  he. has  the  same  arrangement  as 
8t.  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  from  sect.  19  to  the  end,  has  arranged  seve- 
ral of  the  eighten  first  sections  in  a  different  manner.  In  these  sec- 
tjons,  therefore,  as  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  agree,  Ejcbhora  follows 
their  order.     See  what  he  says,  §  1 2. 

*  Eichborn  means  only,  as  appears  from  what  he  says,  p.  860. 
lhat  this  section  was,  perhaps,  in  St.  Luke's  copv  of  the  common 
document,  as  wallas  in  the  copies  used  by  St.  Mattnew  and  St.  Mark, 
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IS*  Armal  of  the  mother  and  brethren  of  Christ 
Mark  iii.  31—35.  Luke  viii.  19-^-21.  Matth.  xii. 
46—50. 

14.  Parable  of  the  sower.  Mark  iv.  1—34.  Luke  viii; 
4—18.     Math.  xiii.  1—34. 

15.  Christ  crosses  the  sea,  and  undergoes  a  storm. 
Mark  iv.  35—41.  Luke  viii.  22 — 25.  Matth. 
viii.  1 8—27. 

16.  Transactions  in  the  country  of  the  Cadarenes. 
Mark  v.  1— SO.  Luke  viii.  26—39*  Matth.  viii 
28—34. 

17.  The  daughter  of  Jairus  restored  to  life.  Mark  v. 
21 — 48.     Lake  viii.  40—56.     Matth.  ix.  18—26. 

1 8.  Christ  sands  out  the  twelve  Apostles.  Mark  vi. 
7—13.    Luke  ix.  l^-£.     Mat*,  x.  1—42. 

1:9.  The  fame  tof  Christ  reaches  the  court  of  Herod. 
Matth.  tfiv.  1 — 12.    Mark  vi.  14 — 29.     Luke  ix. 

*w*9- 

20.  Five  thousand    men  fed.     Matth.   xiv.   13—21. 

Mark  vi.  SO— 44.     Luke  ix.  10— 17. 

2 1 .  Acknowledgment  of  the  Apostles,  that  Christ  is 
the  Messiah.  Matth.  xvi.  13 — 28,  Mark  viii.  27. 
ix.  1.     Luke  ix.  18—37. 

22.  Transfiguration  -of  Chrtet  on  the  mount.  Matth. 
xvii.  1—10.     Mark  ix.  *— 9.     Luke  ix.  28—36. 

2&  Christ  cures  a  -demoniac,  whom  his  Apostles  were 
unable  to  cure.  Matth.  xvii.  14—21.  Mark  ix. 
Mr— 29.     Luke  ix.  37—43. 

S4.  Christ  foretels  his  death.  Matth.  xvii.  '22,  23. 
Mark  ix.  20 — 32.     Luke  ix.  43—45. 

25.  Dispute  among  the  Apostles  about  precedence. 
Matth.  xviii  1—5.  Mark  ix.  33—37.  Lukeix. 
46—48. 

26.  Christ  blesses  children,  who  are  brought  to  bio, 
and  answers  the  question  by  what  means  saWatios 
is  to  be  obtained.  Matth.  xix.  13 — 30.  Mark  x. 
13—31.     Luke  xviii.  15 — 30. 

27.  Christ  again  foretels  his  death.  Matth.  xx«  17— 1& 
Mark  x.  32—34.    Luke  xviii.  31 — 34. 
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28.  B6nd  men  at  Jericho  restored  to  sight    Matth. 

xx.   29—34.      Mark    x.   46—52*      Luke  xviii* 

35—43. 
$9*  Christ's  public  entry  into  Jerusalem,     Matth.  xxi, 

I — 11.    Mark  xi.  I— 10.    Luke  xix.  29—44* 

30.  Christ  expels  the  buyers  and  sellers  from  the  temple. 
Matth.  xxi.  12—14.  -  Mark  xi.  15—17*  Luke 
xix.  45,  46. 

31.  Christ  called  to  account  by  the  chief  priests  and 
elders  for  teaching  publkkly  in  the  temple.  He 
answers  them,  and  then  delivers  a  parable.  Matth. 
xxi  33—27.  33— 46*  Mark  xi.  27.  xiL  12. 
Luke  xx.  1— li9. 

32.  On  the  tribute  to  Caesar,  and  marriage  with  a 
brother's  widow.  Matth.  xxii.  J5-r*-3S.  Mark  xji. 
15—37.     Luke  xx.  20—40. 

33.  Christ's  discourse  with  the  Pharisees  relative  to  the 
'  Messiah  being  called  Lord  by  David.  Matth.  xxii* 

41 — 46.     Mark  xii.  35 — 37.     Luke  xx.  41 — 45. 

34.  The  Parisees  censured  by  Christ.  Matth.  xxiii. 
1,  &c.     Mark  xii.  38—40.     Luke  xx.  45—47. 

35.  Christ  foretels  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem. 
Matth.  xxiv.  1—36.  Mark  xiii.  1—36.  Luke 
xxi.  5 — 356. 

36.  Prelude  to  the  account  of  Christ's  passion.  Matth. 
xxvi.  l — 5.     Mark  xiv.  1,  2.     Luke  xxii.  1,  2. 

37.  Bribery  of  Judas :  and  the  celebration  of  the  Pass- 
over. Matth.  xxvi.  14 — 29.  Mark  xiv.  10 — 25. 
Lake  xxii.  3 — 23. 

58.  Christ  goes  to  the  mount  of  Olives-    Matth,  xxvi. 

30—46.     Mark  xiv.  26—42.     Luke  xxii.  39—46. 
$9.  He  is  seised  by  a  guard  from  the  chief  priests. 

Matth.  xxvi.  47 — 58.    Mark  xiv.  43—54.     Luke 

xxii.  47 — 55. 
40.  Peter's  denial  of  Christ,.  &c.     Matth.  xxvi.   69* 

xxvii.  19.     Mart:  xiv.  66.  xv.  10.     Luke  xxii.  56, 

xxiu.  17. 
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41.  The    crucifixion   and   death   of   Christ.     Mattbs 
•.    xxvii.  20—66.     Mark  x v.   11 — 47.     Luke  xxiii. 

18—56. 
42*  The  resurrection.     Matth.  xxviii.   1,   &c.  .  Mark 

xvi.  1,  &c     Luke  xxiv.  1,  &cp. 

These '  were  the  contents,  according  to  Eichhorns 
hypothesis,  of  the  original  document  supposed  to  have 
been  used  by  St  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St.  Luke* 
They  contain  a  short  but  well  connected  representation 
of  the  principal  transactions  of  Christ,  from  his  baptism 
to  his  death q :  they  are  such  as  might  be  expected  in 
the  first  sketch  of  a  narrative  of  Christ's  ministry  :  and 
that  a  document  with  these  contents  really  existed  before 
the  composition  of  our  three  first  Gospels,  is  a  supposi- 
tion, which  is  attended  with  no  internal  improbability. 

But  though  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St  Luker 
agree  in  each  of  these  forty-two  general  sections,  in 
relating  the  same  principal  fact,  yet  they  are  not  always 
equally  diffuse  in  the  relation  of  the  concomitant 
circumstances.  For  sometimes  St  Matthew  and  St. 
Mark  mention  circumstances,  which  are  unnoticed  by 

p  Of  each  of  these  forty-two  sections,  Eichhorn  has  given  a  rery 
ingenious  analysis,  p.  801—920.  The  sections,  which  -are  common 
only  to  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark,  are  investigated.  p?  951—950: 
those  which  are  common  only  to  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  p.  950—960: 
and  those,  which  are  common  only  to  St.  Matthew  and  St*  Lake, 
p.  964— 970. 

4  Lardner  likewise  observed,  in  his  History  of  the  Apostles  and 
Evangelists,  Vol.  1.  ch.  x.  (Vol.  VI.  p.  288.  ed.  1788),  that,  if  all 
those  sections,  which  are  common  to  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark  and  St. 
Luke,  be  separated  from  the  other  matter  in  their  Gospels,  'they 
contain  an  entire  Gospel,  or  a  complete  history  of  the  ministry  of 
Jesus  Christ;  or,  fo  borrow  St.  Luke's  expression,  a  history  of  all 
that  Jesus  both  did  and  taught,  until  the  day  in  which  he  was  taken 
up  into  heaven/  Lardner  then  enumerates  the  principal  materials, 
which  are  common  to  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  and 
concludes  by  saying : '  Here  are  all  the  integrals  of  a  Gosper  Tboogh 
the  thought,  therefore,  that  these  integrals  even  existed  by  them* 
selves  in  a  separate  work,  did  not  occur  to  Lardner,  he  was  not  fir 
from  lu 
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St.  Luke ;  at  other  times  circumstances  are  mentioned 
by  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke,  which  are. unnoticed  by 
St.  Mark,  and  at  other  times  again  by  St.  Mark  and 
St    Luke,    which    are    unnoticed   by  St   Matthew. 
Likewise  each  Evangelist  frequently  mentions  circum- 
stances, which  are  unnoticed  by  the  other  two.     In 
these  forty-two  sections  therefore,  sometimes  St. .  Mat* 
thew  has  the  shortest  text   at  other  times  St  Mark, 
at  other  times  St  Luke.   But  as  the  forty-two  principal 
facts,  which  are  common  to  all  three  Evangelists,  are 
supposed  to  have  been  contained  in  the  original  docu- 
ment, we  must  likewise  suppose,  in  order  to  be  consistent, 
that  this  document  in  each  of  the  forty-two  sections 
contained  only  so  much  matter,  as  is  common  to  ail 
three  Evangelists.    Consequently  all  the  circumstances, 
which  are  mentioned  by  two  of  the  Evangelists,  but 
not  by  the  third,  and  also  those,  which  are  mentioned 
by  one  of  them,  but  not  by  the  other  two,  must  be 
considered  as  additions.    Those  of  the  former  kind,  or 
the  circumstances  mentioned  by  two  of  the  Evangelists 
in  the  same  section,   but  not  by  the  third,  must  have 
been  already  noted  in  the  two  copies  of  the  common 
document,  which  were  used  by  those  two  Evangelists, 
since  their  agreement  in  making  the  same  addition  in 
the  same  .place,  would  otherwise  remain  unexplained. 
The  same  inference  may  likewise  be  deduced  in  respect 
to  those  sections,  in  which  two  Evangelists  agree  in  in- 
serting in  the  same  place,  in  addition  to  those  sections, 
which  are  common  to  all  three.    To  the  original  text 
therefore  of  the  common  document,  which  in  its  pri- 
mitive state  contained  only  so  much  matter  of  the  forty* 
two  sections,  as  is  common  to  all  three  Evangelists, 
various  additions  were  made  in  the  several,  transcripts, 
which    were  taken  of  itr.    The    copy   used   by  St. 

r  Namely,  according  to  Eichhorn's  hypothesis^  the  proprietors  of 
different  copies  of  this  document  added  in  the  margin  those  circum- 
stances, which  had  come  to  their  knowledge,  but  which  were  un- 
noticed by  the  author  or  authors  of  the  document,  and  these  marginal 
additions  were  taken  by  subsequent  transcribers  into  the  text. 
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Matthew  contained  additions,  some  of  which  had  beett 
made  likewise  in  the  copy  used  by  St  Mark,  others 
in  the  copy  used  by  St.  Luke :  St.  Mark's  copy  con- 
taifted  additions,  of  which  some  had  been  made  m 
St.  Matthew's,  others  in  St.  Luke's  copy :  and  accord* 
ingly  St.  Luke's  copy  contained  additioos,  of,  which 
some  had  been  made  in  St.  Matthew's,  others  ia  St. 
Mark's  copy.     As  to  the  additions,  which  each  Evan- 
gelist has  peculiar  to  himself,  they  may  have  been 
added  either  wholly  or  in  part  in  the  copy  of  the  ori- 
ginal document,  which  eath  Evangelist  used,  or  he 
may  have  added  them  himself*    In  this  maimer,  and 
not  on  the  sbppositioh,  that  the  succeeding  Evangelists 
copied  from  the  preceding,    Eichhorn    accounts,  1* 
for  the  matter,  which  is  common  to  all  three,  £***  for 
the  matter,  which  is  common  tb  only  two  of  tbem> 
and  S?7  for  the  matter,  which  is  peculiar  to  tiack 
And  it  must  be  granted  that  these  three  kinds  of  mat* 
ter  may  be  explained  on  Eichhorn's  hypothesis,  which 
the  supposition,  that  the  Succeeding  Evangelists  copied 
from  the  preceding  does  net  explain.     For,  if  we  sup- 
pose, that  the  latest  of  the.  three  writers  copied  frod 
the  other  two,  the  supposition  is  so  far  from  explaining, 
why  one  or  both  of  those  two  Evangelists  have  matter, 
which  the  third  has  not,  that  greit  ingenuity  is  requisite 
to  produce  even  a  reconciliation  between  the  supposition 
and  the  phenomena  to  be  explained  by  it.    So  far  then 
the  hypothesis  of  a  common  original  deserves  the  pre* 
fergnce,  as  it  accounts  for  what  the  other  hypothesis 
does  not    And  if  it  can  bfe  proved,  that  the  succeed- 
ing Evangelists  did  not  use  the  Gospeb  of  the  preceding 
we  are  reduced  to  the  necessity  of  adopting  the  other 
hypothesis  \  since  one  of  the  two  must  be  adopted,  as 
has  been  already  shewn  in .  the  first  section.     Now  it 

*  But  even  then  the  question  will  remain  to  be  determined :  I> 
what Jorm  shall  we  adopt  the  hypothesis  of  a  common  document.' 
For  the  forms,  which  this  hypothesis  is  capable  of  assuming,  sre 
much  more  numerous,  than  any  one  at  first  sight  would  imagine. 

4 


THREE   FIBST  GOSPELS*  199 

cannot  be  denied  that  Eichhom  has  used  very  strong 
arguments  in  favour  of  this  position ' :  but  since  cejtaih 
phenomena  in  the  verbal  harmony  of  the  Evangelists, 
which  have  been  hitherto  unnoticed,  will  be  found  to 
be  of  great  importance  in  the  decision  of  this  question, 
and  these  phenomena  cannot  be  stated,  till  the  autho* 
rities  have  been  produced,  on  which  they  are  founded, 
the  reader  may  suspend  his  judgment,  till  the  autho- 
rities have  been  produced,  and  the  phenomena  stated, 
when  this  and  every  other  opinion,  which  has  been  ad* 
vanced  in  respect  to  the  origin  of  our  three  first  Gos- 
pels, will  be  put  to  the  test 

Tbe  next  question,  which  Eichhom  examines,  re- 
lates to  the  language,  in  which  the  original  document 
was  written u :  and  he  is  decidedly  of  opinion  that  it  was 
written,  not  in  Greek,  but  in  Hebrew  or  Chaldee. 
For  if  it  be  supposed,  that  our  three  first  Evangelists 
drew  from  the  same  Greek  source,  the  numerous  ex- 
amples in  which  different  Greek  words  are  used  in 
their  Gospels,  to  relate  the  same  thtogs,  are  incapable 
of  explanation,  since  if  the  Evangelists  agreed  in 
relating  the  matter  of  their  common  document,  no 
reason  can  be  assigned  for  so  frequent  an  alteration  of 
the  words.  But,  if  we  suppose,  that  the  document  was 
Hebrew  or  Chaldee,  that  our  three  first  Greek  Gospels, 
where  they  have  matter  in  common  with  each  other, 
contain  translations  of  it,  and  that  these  translations 
were  made  independently  of  each  other,  tbe  rea3on  of  the 
Evangelists  having  so  frequently  used  different,  but  jsynp? 
nymous  Greek  expressions  in  relating,  the  same  things,  is 

1  Pag.  766 — 775.  and  more  particularly  in  his  analysis  of  the 
forty-two  general  sections,  in  §  23.  Abo  ffglfeld,  p.  9—39.  and 
Rusawurm,  $  3—10.  of  the  works  above  quoted  have  well  argued 
on  this  question.  See  also  what  Lardner  has  said  on  the  same  side 
of  the  question,  in  his  History  of  the  Apostles  and  Evangelists, 
Vol.  I.  ch.  x.  of  the  edition  printed  in  1756,  or  Vol.  VJ. 
p.  223—233.  of  the  edition  of  his  works  printed  in  1788. 

■  Pag.  781. 
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obvious  w.  Thus  far  the  hypothesis  appears  to  answer 
the  purposes,  for  which  it  was  assumed  :  but  when  we 
come  to  the  examples,  in  which  the  Evangelists  relate 
the  same  things  in  the  same  words,  which  must  be  like- 
wise explained,  as  well  as  the  examples,  in  which  they 
relate  the  same  things  in  different  words,  Eichhorn's 
hypothesis  is  liable  to  an  objection  similar  to  that, 
which  was  made  above  in  Sect.  8.  to  Griesbacb's  hypo* 
thesis ;  namely,  that  there  are  phenomena,  for  which 
Eichhorn's  hypothesis  does  not  account,  and  that  at  the 
utmost  nothing  more  can  be  attempted,  than  to  reconcile 
with  the  hypothesis,  certain  phenomena,  which  ought 
to  be  explained  by  it.  Besides,  .even  though  it  were 
possible  for  Greek  translators,  who  translated  from  the 
same  Hebrew  or  Chaldee  original,  and,  according  to 
Eichhorn's  hypothesis,  without  any  connexion  whatso- 
ever with  each  other \  to  produce  translations,  which 
in  such  numerous  and  long  examples  agreed  word  for 
word,  as  we  find  especially  in  the  Gospels  of  St  Mat* 
thew  and  St.  Mark,  and  St.  Matthew  and  St  Luke, 
it  will  appear  hereafter  that  the  phenomena  in .  the 
verbal  agreement  of  our  three  first  Gospels  are  of  such 
a  particular  description,  as  to  be  wholly  incompatible 
with  the  notion  of  three  independent  translations  of  the 
same  original. 

*  Eichhorn  further  adds,  not  only  that  difficulties  frequently  at- 
tend  their  Greek  expressions,  which  can  be  removed  only  by  re- 
translating them  into  Hebrew,  but  that  examples  may  be  produced, 
which  betray  even  an  inaccuracy  of  translation.  On  this  subject 
see  Halfeld,  p.  48—51. 

*  Eichhorn  says,  4  14.  '  We  possess  in  our  three  first  Gospels 
three  translations  of  the  above-mentioned  short  life  of  Christ,  which 
were  made  independently  of  each  other.' 
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CHAPTER  VI. 

DF    THE    AUTHORS,    WHO    HAVE     UNITED    4*0TH    OB* 
THE    PRECEDING   SUPPOSITIONS. 

From  what  has  been  said  in  the  preceding  sections  it 
appears,  that  some  critics  adopt  the  hypothesis,  that 
the  succeeding  evangelists  copied  from  the  preceding; 
while  others  reject  it,  and  adopt  the  hypothesis  of  ft 
Hebrew  or  Chaldee  document,  as  the  basis  of  our  three 
first  canonical  Greek  Gospels.  To  these  may  be  added 
a  third  class  of  critics,  who  unite  both  hypotheses,  as 
Bolten  and  Herder  have  done,  though  the  systems, 
which  these  two  learned  writers  have  framed,  are  upon 
the  whole  very  different  from  each  other. 

Bolten  assumes,  not  only  that  St,  Matthew  wrote 
his  Gospel  in  Hebrew,  but  that  his  Hebrew  Gospel 
was  the  ground- work  of  our  three  first  Gospels  y,  and 
that  these  contain  different  Greek  translations  from  it : 
that  our  Greek  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew  is  a  translation 
of  the  whole  of  it,  to  which  perhaps  some  additions 
were  made,  that  St  Mark's  Gospel  contains  a  Greek 
extract  from  it,  and  that  St.  Luke's  Gospel  likewise 
contains  a  Greek  translation  of  many  parts  of  it,  to 
which  St  Luke  himself  made  many  additions,  which 
he  derived  from  other  sources.  Further  Bolten  sup- 
poses, that  the  Greek  translation  of  St  Matthews 
Hebrew  original  was  made  before  the  Gospels  of  St 
Mark  and  St.  Luke  were  written,  and  that  both  St. 
Mark  and  St.  Luke  had  recourse  to  it  *•    In  this  man- 

y  It  has  been  already  observed,  that  this  opinion  is  likewise  adopted 
by  Corodf,  and  J.  B.  C.  Schmidt. 


hypothesis  Bolten  delivers  in  the  preface  to  his  German 
translation  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  published  at  Altona  in  1792, 
and  in  the  prefaces  to  his  German  translation  of  the  Gospels  of  St* 
Mark  and  St.  Luke,  published  at  the  same  place,  the  one  in  1795* 
the  other  in  1796. 
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ner  he  explains  not  only  those  examples,  which  appear 
to  be  different  translations  of  the  same  original,  but 
likewise  all  those  examples,  in  which  there  is  a  verbal 
coincidence.     For  it  may  be  said,  that  wherever  St 
Mark  and  St.  Luke  relate  the  same  thing,  that  is  related 
by  St.  Matthew,  but  in  words  different  from  those, 
which  are  used  in  St  Matthew's  Greek  Gospel*,  tbev 
translated  for  themselves  without  consulting  that  Creek 
Gospel,  that  where  they  relate  the  same  thing  in  the 
same  words9  tbey  had  recourse  to  it,  and  lastly,  that 
where  St  Mark  and.  St  Luke  themselves  have  the  same 
Herds,  St  Luke  had  recourse  to  St  Mark's  Gospel. 
But  then  Bolten's  hypothesis  labours  on  the  other  band 
under  all  those  difficulties,  to  which  every  hypothesis 
is  exposed,  as  soon  as  it  implies,  that  one  Evangelist 
copied  from  the  other.  Even  the  supposition,  that  it  was 
St  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel,  which  was  the  basis  of 
Our  three  first  Greek  Gospels,  is  liable  to  objection, 
unless  we  at  the  same  time  suppose,  that  the  Gospel 
written  by  St.  Matthew  was  much  more  concise  in  it's 
accounts,  than  the  first  of  our  Greek  Gospels,  and 
that  this  was  not  so  much  a  translation  of  St  Matthew's 
Hebrew  original,  as  a  work,  of  which  the  latter  served 
only  as  the  basis.    For  if  the  document,  which  is  sup- 
posed to  be  the  ground-work  of  the  Greek  Gospels  of 
St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St  Luke,  was  as  full  in 
it%  accounts,  as  thq  Greek  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  it 
is 'difficult  to  assign  a  reason,  why  St  Mark  and  St 
Luke  neglected  so  much  important  matter,  to  which 
ip  this  case  they  might  have  had  access,  and  which 
deserved  their  attention,  as  much  as  it  deserved  the 
attention  of  St  Matthew's  Greek  translator.     Now  it 
is  not  adviseable  to  adopt  without  necessity  an  hypo- 
thesis, which  will  almost  oblige  us  to  suppose  that  our 
first  Greek  Gospel  is  not  so  much  the  work  of  St 
Matthew,  as  of  some  unknown  person.    Besides  it  will 
appear  hereafter,  that,  if  St  Matthew  himself  wrote  in 
Hebrew,   the  common  opinion  that  the  first  of  our 
Greek  Gospels  is  a  close  translation  of  it,  and  tberefcxe 
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that  it  is  justly  entitled  to  the  dame,  which  it  beats, 
will  answer  all  the  purposes,  for  which  hypotbesei  have 
been  invented,  at  least  as  well  as  any  other  opinion. 

Herder,  the  latest  writer  on  the  origin  of  our  three 
first  Gospels a,  agrees  with  Eichhom  in  assuming  a 
common  Hebrew  ot  Chaldee  G 6s pel  (Evahgehum 
commune)  as  the  ground-* work  of  our  three  first  Greek 
Gospelfc b,  and  likewise  agrees  with  him  in  the  opinion^ 
that  this  commom  Gospel  was  neither  the  Gospel  accords 
ing  to  the  Hebrews,  as  Leasing  and  Niemeyfcr  suppose^ 
nor  a  Hebrew  Gospel  written  by  St.  Matthew,  as  Co* 
rodi*  J.  tf.  Schmidt,  and  Bolten  supposed  But  in 
most  other  respects  Herder's  opinion  is  different  from 
that  of  Eichhom.  For  according  to  Eichhbrn,  and 
indeed  accordibg  to  every  other  Critic,  who  has  adopted 
a  similar  hypothesis,  the  comtnon  Gospel  was  a  written 
document  i  but  according  to  Herder  it  was  a  mete  verbal 
Gospel,  and  Consisted  only  in  the  preaching  (rftynryp*) 
of  the  first  teachers  of  Christianity  %  And  according 
to  the  form  of  this  oral  Gospel,  or  preaching,  the 
written  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  $L 
Luke  were  regulated :  whence  arose  their  similarity* 
It  is  useless  however,  as  Herder  further  asserts d,  to 
examine  the  words  used  in  our  three  first  Gospels,  for 
this  very  reason,  that  they  proceeded  not  from  a 
written  document,  but  from  a  mere  oral  Gospel  or 
preaching :  and  accordingly  in  his  opinion  %  whoevef* 
attempts  by  an  analysis  of  our  three  first  Gospels  to 
discover  the  contents  of  a  supposed  common  document* 
can  never  succeed  in  the  undertaking*    Eichhorn  how*- 

*  Herder's  hypothesis  is  delivered  in  the  third  volume  of  his 
Christliche  Schriften,  that  is,  Christian  Writings,  (Rigs,  1797, 8vo.) 
p.  303— 416. 

*  Pag.  398. 

*  Pag.  820.  He  says  also,  p.  411,  that  it  had  been  propagated 
verbally  thirty  years,  when  the  substance  of  it  Was  committed  to 
writing  in  three  different  Gospels. 

4  Pag.  396.  •  Pag.  397. 
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ever  has  not  only  made  the  attempt,  but  appears  in  bte 
analysis  to  have  been  very  successful.     And  if  it  be 
true,  that  a  common  Gospel  was  the  basis  of  our  three 
first  canonical  Gospels,  it  is  hardly  credible,  that  it 
should   not   have   been  committed   to  writing,    since 
every  Christian,  who  had  once  beard  so  important  a 
relation,  must  have  wished  to  write  down  at  least  the 
principal  materials  of  it,  had  it  been  only  to  assist  his  own 
memory.     Besides  a  itiere  oral  narrative,  after  it  bad 
gone  through  so  many  different  mouths  in  the  course 
of  so  many  years,  must  at  length  have  acquired  such 
a  variety  of  forms,  that  it  must  have  ceased  to -deserve 
the  title  of  Evangelium  commune:  and  therefore  the 
supposition,  that  our  three  first  Gospels  were'  moulded 
in  one  form,  is  difficult  to  be  reconciled  with  the  opi- 
nion of  a  mere  oral  Gospel,  which  must  necessarily  have 
assumed  a  diversity  of  forms  '•     Another  difference  be* 
tween  the  hypotheses  of  Herder  and  Eichhorn  consists 
in  the  relation,  which  our  three  first  Greek  Gospels  are 
supposed  to  bear  to  the  common  Gospel :  for  according 
Co  Eichhorn,  the  text  of  the  common  Gospel  is  some- 
times contained  with  the  fewest  additions  in  that  of  St 
•Matthew,  at  other  times  in  that  of  St.  Mark,  at  other 
times  again  in  that  of  St  Luke:  but  Herder  supposes 
that  St  Mark's  text  in  general  approaches  the  nearest 
to  that   of  the  common    original,   and  considers  St. 
Mark's  Gospel  as  little  more  than  the  oral  Gospel  com- 
mitted to  writing  in  Greek8.     Lastly,  Eichhorn   ab- 
solutely rejects  the  opinion  that  any  one  of  our  three 
first  Evangelists  used  the  Gospels  of  the  others  h :  but 
Herder  supposes,  that  St  Luke  used  both  the  Greek 

f  Though  Herder  has  in  so  many  places  positively  asserted  that 
the  Evangelium  commune  was  propagated  only  by  word  of  mouthy 
he  seems  to  have  been  in  one  place  aware  of  the  objections,  here 
made :  for  in  p.  378,  but  in  that  place  alone,  he  uses  the  expression 
4  Privatschrift,'  which  signifies  a  private  writing.  But  if  it  was  once 
committed  to  writing,  the  propagation  of  it  was  not  merely  oral, 
however  private  the  copies  of  it  may  be  supposed  to  have  been  kept* 

•  Pag.  SSI.  339.  414.  b  Pag.  41S— 415. 
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Gospel  of  St  Mark,  and  the  Hebrew  Gospel  of  St. 
Matthew,  which  in  his  opinion  was  the  same,  as  that, 
which  was  called  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews, 
and  of  which  our  first  Greek  Gospel  is  not  a  close,  but 
a  free  translation  with  alterations. 


CHAPTER  VII. 

STATEMENT  OF  THE  PARALLEL  AND  COINCIDENT 
PASSAGES  OF  THE  THREE  FIRST  GOSPELS.  RE- 
SULT OF  THIS  STATEMENT  :  AND  AN  ACCOUNT 
OF  SEVERAL  VERY  REMARKABLE  PHENOMENA 
IN  THE  VERBAL  HARMONY  OF  THE  THREE  FIRST 
.GOSPELS. 

Such  are  the  various  opinions,  which  are  entertained 
by  the  learned  in  respect  to  the  origin  of  our  three 
first  Gospels.    Each  supposition  has  its  advantages: 
but  not  one  of  all  these,  in  the  forms,  in  which  they 
hpve  been  hitherto  delivered,  answers  all  the  purposes, 
which  ought  to  be  answered  by  an  hypothesis,  for  none 
of  them  accounts  for  all  the  phtenomenaj  which  are 
observable  in  our  three  first  Gospels.    The  supposition, 
that  the  succeeding  Evangelists  copied  from  the  pre- 
ceding, even  if  it  accounts  for  the  matter,  which  *  is 
common  to  all  three  Evangelists,  and  for  the  examples 
of  verbal  agreement,  does  not  account  either  for  the 
important  matter,  which  one  Evangelist  has  less  than 
the  other,  or  for  the  examples  of  apparent  disagreement, 
or  for  the  examples,  in  which  the  same  thing  is  related 
io   different,  but  synonymous  terms.     On  the  other 
band,  if  we  reject  the  supposition,  that  the  succeeding 
Evangelists  copied  from  the  preceding,  and  suppose  that 
our  three  first  Greek  Gospels  were  derived  from  the 
same  Greek  document,  this  hypothesis,  even  if  it  ao 
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counts  both  for  the  matter/which  the  Evangelists  have 
in  common  with  each  other,  and  for  the  matter  which 
they  have  not  in  common  with  each  other,  and  also  for 
the  .examples  of  verbal  agreement,  still  leaves  the  nu- 
merous examples,  in  which  the  Evangelists  relate  the 
same  things  in  different  but  synonymous  terms,  wholly 
unexplained.  Further,  if  we  adopt  the  hypothesis,  that 
our  three  first  Greek  Gospels  contain  three  independent 
translations  of  the  same  Hebrew  or  Chaldee  original, 
however  well  we  may  be  able  to  explain  the  other  phe- 
nomena, we  shall  never  be  able  to  account  for  the  nu- 
merous and  long  examples  in  whycb  sometimes  St, 
Matthew  and  St.  Mark,  at  other  times  St.  Matthew 
and  St  Luke  agree  word  for  word l.  And,  if  in  order 
to  account  for  thejur  verbal  agreement,  we  suppose  that 
the  Evangelists  used  their  common  document,  not  in 
its  original  language,  but  only  in  a  Greek  translation k, 
we  shall  be  at  a  loss  to  explain  their  frequent  use  at 
other  times,  not  of  the  same,  but  of  synonymous  ex* 
pressions.  Lastly,  if  we  combine  the  hypothesis,  that 
the  Evangelists  used  a  common  Hebrew  document, 
with  the  hypothesis,  that  they  had  recourse  likewise, 
the  one  to  the  writings  of  the  other,  we  shall  find  that 
several  phenomena,  which  are  explicable  by  the 
former  hypothesis  alone,  are  rendered  inexplicable  by 
its  junction  with  the  latter. 

*  Sender  in  his  Remarks  on  Townson's  Discourses,  Vpl,  I.  p.  222; 
223,  removes  at  once  all  difficulty  on  this  head  by  attributing  the 
verbal  harmony  of  the  Evangelists  to  later  alterations  made  by  tran- 
scribers of  the  Gospels.  But  it  will  appear  hereafter  that  the  verbal 
liannony  of  our  throe  first  Gospels  is  of  such  a  particular  .descfiptioa, 
that  it  lay  not  within  the  power  of  transcribers  to  have  produced  it 

*  The  author  of  the  '  Attempt  to  illustrate  the  Canon/  adopts 
this  opinion,  Vol.  II.  p.  152.  Also  Professor  Vogel  at  Altorf  in 
his  Commentatio  de  conjecture  usu  in  crisi  Novi  Testamenti  (Al- 
torfii,  1795,  4to.)  p.  14,  where  he  speaks  of  the  hypothesis  of  a 
common  Hebrew  or  Chaldee  document,  says,  *  Si  libro  usi  aunt  ia 
Evan^eliis  suis  conscribendis,  Chrmca  ejus  versidne  usos  esse  patet  ex 
rarionbus  verbis  et  dicendi  formulis,  quas  in  una  re  describends 
smguli  adhibent. 
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Ait  since  the  hypothesis  of  a  common  Hebrew  or 
Cbahfee  original  may  be  represented  in  a  great  variety 
of  forms,  and  is  capable  of  being  combined  with  ya*- 
rioas  other  suppositions,  it  fa  not  impossible,  tbat  some 
form  and  some  combination,  hitherto  not  made,  may 
solve  the  phenomena  of  every  description.     In  the 
following  inquiry  therefore  an  attempt  will  be  made  to 
discover,  if  possible,  soch  a  form  and  such  a  combine 
tioo,  as  will  answer  the  proposed  end.    For  this  pur- 
pose it  will  be  necessary  to  state,  in  the  first  place,  ail 
the  parallel  passages  of  our  three  first  Gospels,  in  which 
there  is  a  verbal  agreement,  to  analyse  these  passages, 
and  to  reduce  the  manifold  phenomena  in  the  verbal 
agreement  and  disagreement  of  our  three  first  Gospels 
to  certain  classes.    We  shall  then  have  a  very  accurate 
touchstone,   by  which  not  only  any  general  hypothesis, 
tout  each  particular  form  of  it  may  be  tried.    That  is, 
if  we  apply  to  it  the  hypothesis,  that  the  succeeding 
Evangelists  copied  from  the  preceding,  we  shall  be 
able  to  judge  of  each  particular  case  of  that  general 
supposition.    And  if  we  apply  to  it  the  hypothesis^ 
that  a  Hebrew  or  Chaldee  document  was  the  basis  cf 
our  three  first  Gospels,  we  shall  be  equally  well  able  to 
judge  of  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  each  particular 
ibrra,  in  which  this  general  supposition  may  be  re  pre* 
seated.     We  shall  be  able  to  determine,  whether  it  is 
possible  that  our  three  first  Gospels  contain  three  trans- 
lations from  a  Hebrew  document  made  independently 
of  each  other  :    and,  if  it  shall  be  found  that  they  do 
not,  we  shall  be  able  further  to  determine  even  the  par- 
ticular connexion,  which  subsisted  between  them.     We 
shall  be  able  to  decide  on  the  questions,  whether  the 
Evangelists  themselves  used  copies  of  the  supposed 
Hebrew  document,  or  whether  they  had  only  Greek 
translations  of  it ;  whether  one  of  them  used  the  ori- 
ginal, and  the  other  two  a  translation,  or  whether  one 
only  used  a  translation,  and  the  other  two  the  original, 
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with  many  others  of  the  same  kind  .  For  the  phaench 
inena  in  the  verbal  harmony  of  the  Evangelists,  as  will 
appear  hereafter  afford  so  severe  a  test,  that  no  other 
•assignable  cause,  than  that  by  which  the  effects  were 
really  produced,  can  be  expected  to  account  for  them. 
And  if  it  shall  appear  on  actual  trial,  that  only  one 
among  the  numerous  forms  of  the  general  hypothesis 
answers  our  purpose,  we  may  be  certain  that  none  of 
the  others  can  be  true.  But  whether  that,  which  does 
explain  the  phenomena  in  the  verbal  agreement  and 
disagreement m  of  the  Evangelists!  is  itself  the  true  one, 
depends  again  on  the  question,  whether  it  accounts 
for.  the  contents  and  arrangement  of  the  Gospels, 

In  the  following  Table  of  parallel  and  coincident 
passages,  the  statements  will  be  made  according  to  the 
sections  adopted  by  Eichhorn  n«  It  will  consist  of  four 
divisions  : .  in  the  first  of  which  will  be  contained  the 
sections  which  are  common  to  all  three  Evangelists!  in 
the  second  the  sections  which  are  common  only  to 
St  Matthew  and  St  Mark,  in  the  third  the  sections 
common  only  to  St  Mark  and  St  Luke,  and  in  the 
fourth  division  will  be  contained  the  sections,  which 
are  common  only  to  St  Matthew  and  St  Luke.  But 
as  the  design  of  the  following  Table  is  to  represent  at 
one  view  the  parallel  passages,  which  have  a  verbal 
agreement,  all  those  sections  will  of  course  be  omitted, 
which  furnish  no  examples  of  verbal  agreement,  and 
in  the  sections,  which  furnish   such  examples,  those 


•  'Even  Eichhorn,  who  has  displayed  so  much  critical  ability  and 
penetration  in  his  Analysis  of  our  tbree  first  Gospels,  leaves  the* 
questions  undecided  for  want  of  sufficient  data.  The  only  deter- 
minate position  which  he  assumes  is,  that  the  three  translations 
were  made  independently  of  each  other.    See  page  7S4w 

m  By  '  verbal  disagreement7  I  understand  the  use  of  different 
words  in  relating  the  same  things: 

• 

"  Several  sections  however  will  be  added  to  the  catalogue  of  those, 
which  are  common  only  to  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke. 
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examples  only  will  be  quoted.  Consequently,  in  all 
those  sections  which  are  wholly  omitted,  and  also  in 
the  omitted  parts  of  the  noticed  sections,  the  matter 
which  is  common  either  to  all  three  Evangelists,  or  to 
any  two  of  them  may  be  considered  as  delivered  in 
different  words  °. 

•  Unless  I  have  overlooked  some  examples  of  parallel  passages 
delivered  io  the  same  words,  which  however  I  have  endeavoured  to 
avoid,  as  much  as  possible,  having  carefully  compared  our  three 
first  Gospels  several  times.  • 


•  * 


VOLo  III.  PART  II. 


TABLE 

Of  Parallel  and  Coincident  Passages  in  the  Gospels  of 
St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke* 


FIRST  DIVISION. 

EXAMPLES    IN    THE     XLII.    SECTIONS    COMMON     TO 

ALL    THREE. 


SECTION  I. 
John  the  Baptist. 

Matth.  iii.  1— IS.        I  Mark  i.  2—8. 


3. 4>onnj  j3oo>vroc  ev  rpcpif- 
/uca*  vroifiaaare  rr\v  oSov  Kvpis, 
cvOeiac^rotcrE  rac  rpc&c  avrs. 


6.  Kai  e€a7rri£ovro  ev  ry 
IopSavp  vV  avrs  c^ouoXoys- 
/tavoi  rac  apaprcac  avran/. 

7*  rcvmiftara  t^iSvwv  ric 
virfSa&v  vuw  Qvyuv  atro  «ic 
pcXXscnjc  opyifc  ? 

8,  9-  IToii?<Tar£  ev  #cap7T8Cc 
a£t«c  rife  ficravoiac*  icai  fin 
$o£i}r€  Xeyiiv  ev  eavrotc,  ira- 


3.  $a>vi|  j3owvroc  cvrpspir 
pip  *  croiuaaars  ri|v  oSov  jcvpts, 
cvOciac  iroieire  rac  fpi&c  ovtm. 


5.  Kac  f£aim£ovro 
rcc  cv  ry  Iop£avpb  vora^iy 
vtt  avrs  E^o/uoXoysficvoi  rac 
afiapruiQ  avrwv. 

This  part  of  the  address 
of  John  the  Baptist  to  the 
Pharisees  and  Saddocees  is 
not  in  St.  Mark's  Gospel- 


TABLE 

Of  Parallel  and  Coincident  Passages  in  the  Gospels  of 
St  Matthew,  St.  Markr  and  St.  Luke.        % 

FIRST   DIVISION. 

EXAMPLES     IN     THE    XLII.    SECTIONS    COMMON     TQ 

ALL    THREE. 


SECTION  I. 

John  the  Baptist. 


Luke  iii.  1—18.  . 

4.  <Iwii  j3oo>vtoc  tv  rytpv- 

fuf*  crotfiaffarf  njv  oBov  jcv/tu*, 
€i#0€<ac  vourt  rac  rpiGsc 
avrs  *• 

5,  6.  A  continuation  of 
tbe  quotation  from  Isaiah 
xl. 

To  this  verse  there  is 
nothing  which  corresponds 
in  St  Luke's  text. 

virf&t&v  v/uv  ^vyav  airo  njc 

^icXXimtiic  op^nc ; 

8.  IIoii|<raT€  sv  Kapvaq 
a£t*C   T|TC  pcravtoac"   *cai  /ttij 


REMARKS, 

»  In  this  quotation  from  Isai. 
xl.  3.  all  three  differ  from  the 
LXX.  tod  likewise  from  the  He- 
brew, and  all  three  agree  imthe 
same  deviation,  Instead*  of  t«k 
rg»£tf{  «vtb,  the.LXX*  has  rag 
T§tCtff  t»  Gia  5/xw,  and  the  He* 

brew  wrftio  r6ob.  Ho*:. 

ererit  maybe  said  that  in  the  ori- 
ginal Hebrew  document,  which 
formed  the  basis  of  the  three  fira£ 

Gospels,  ID /DQ  was  used,  and 
that  hence  arose  their  agreement 
with  each  other,  in  their  devia- 
tion from  the  LXX.  St.  Luke 
has  continued  the  quotation  frem 
Isaiah  xl.  and  quoted  not  only 
ver.  3.  but  also  ver.  4,  5,  agree- 
ing throughout  precisely  with 
the  LXX.  according  to  the  Alex- 


apEv4jde  \tyuv  €v  cauroic,  ira-     andrine  MS.  with  the  exception 

~  / .  of  the  words  just  noted,  in  which 

he   agrees  with  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark.    Nor  has  the  text 
of  the  Vatican  MS.  any  other  difference,  beside  «•*«,  instead  of 


*  Griesbach's  text  is  Km  tCwrriCem  •*  t*  I#pt»ni« 

*  Griesbach's  text  is  seaprw  •£•©». 

P  2 
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ORIGIN  OF  THE 


Matth.  in.  1— IS. 


rtpa    i\ofuv    rev    ASpaafi' 
Afyu  yap  vfuv,    arc  Suvarai 

O  OtOC    **    TWV    XlOtoV    THTtoV 

ryctpac  rcicva  ry  ASpaap. 

10.  HS?|  &  cat  i)  a£iv* 
vpoc  rirv  pt£av  riav  ScvSpwv 
Karat*  irav  «v  OtvSpov  pi) 
irouty  capirov  icaXov  ticlcoirrc- 
rat  icai  etc  m>p  /3aXXcrat. 


1 1 .  Eyw  pet/  fiawriZfij  vpac 
iv  vSari  «c  ptravotav*  o  8c 
oirurw  p*  fpj^opevoc  ia)(vpo- 
rcpoc  p*  «tv,  ov  sic  cific  iica- 
Voc  ra  viro&fpara.  fiaeraacu' 
avrqq  v^iac  (5aim.au  cv  jrvev* 
pan  aycy  jcarirvpt. 

IS*  Ov  to  irrvov  *i>  rp 
^iipt  uvt«,  Kai  iuiKaOapui 
rjfy  aXiwa  avr«  gat  (mva^t 
tov  <rtrqi>  avT«d  etc  nyv  airo* 
Afiorvy  to  &  ayypov  Kara* 
tcavtru  nvpt  aaSee^i. 


Mark  i.  2—8. 

This  part  of  the  address 
of  John  the  Baptist  to  the 
Pharisees  and  Sadduceesis 
not  in  St.  Mark's  Gospel. 


7.   tp\trai  o  urxyportpoq 

f*8  OTiaw  fMS,  OV  CMC  HtUtKOVOQ 

Kwffdc,  Xv&at  rov  ipavra  rwv 

VWOOtl/JUlTfOV  avT8* 

•  •    • 

To  this  verse  there  is 
nothing  which  corresponds 
in  St.  Mark's  Gospe) 


^ 


THREE    FIRST   GOSPELS. 


813 


Luke  iii.  1 — 18. 

ripa  i\Ofnv  tov  A/3poa/i° 
Xiyu  yap  ifitv,  ore  ouvarat 
o  Gtoc  cjc  toiv  X16W  rsrow 
fyctpcu  racva  ry  ASpaa/t. 

9.  HSi|  &  jccu  n  a£ivi| 
«/>oc  Tiyv  pc£av  toiv  Ssvopaiv 
Jtarat*  trav  «v  Ssvopov  fiij 
rotsv  Kapirov  tcaXov  iKKowre- 
rat  rac  etc  irvp  /3aXXerat. 

JO — 15.  An  insertion 
made  by  St.  Luke  alone. 

16.  Eyw   u€v  vo*anl3air- 

€/[>X€Tai  ?€  °  •*XwPOT€/*QC  **** 
oi  sic  apt  iicavoc   Xvoxutov 

luavra  twv  virooWar&iv  avrs' 

avroc  v/uac  pairriast  ev  irvtv- 

futrt  ayey  jccu  irvpt. 

17-   Ow   to   7?tvov   ev  rg 

XuPl    a*™*    *a*   SccucajSapwi 

tt|v  aXwva  avrs"    jcat  vwa&t 

tov  (Tirov  etc   tijv  airo9i|icifv 

«vrv%  ro   &  o^vpov   icara- 

cavtra  wpi  a*€cry. 


REMARKS. 


4  Griesbach  has  rejected  «tmt. 
N.  B.  For  the  sake  of  abbrevia- 
tion Griesbach 'a  text  will,  in  the 
following  remarks,  be  denoted 
by0. 

*  Here  avrs  is  not  contained 
in  D.  )S.  19.  Copt.  Cant. 
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ORIGIN  OF  THE 


SECTION  HI. 


Temptation  of  Christ. 


Matth.iv.4— 11. 

4-  Ttyparrrai,  sic  cir  apry 
fiovtf  £i?<x£tcu  o  avOpcoiroc  aXX 
€7ri  iravrc  pif/uart  cieiropevofuvy 
Sia  *opaTOG  Oes. 

5,  6.  Tore  wapa\ap&avu 
avrov  o  ScaCoXoc  «crijv  aytav 
iroXtv' 

icai  iriffftv  avrov  rrn  to  vfc- 
pvyiov  T8  ieps  *.  Kai  Xcyct 
awry  a  woe  «  ts  Ocs,  /3aXe 
acavrov  cary "  ycypairrai  yap^ 
ori  roic  ayycXocc  «vr«  tvre- 
Xeirai  gripe  as*  ecu  «ri  ^«- 
pc^v  <i peat  <T€,  fcifirorc  irpoa- 
Koipye  ?rpoc  XiOov  tov  iroSa 
o-8* 

i 

10.    Tore    Xcyet    awry    o 
Iiprsc  virayc  d  Sarave 
ytypcnrrai    yap    Kvpiov    tov 
Qtov    o»  wpotTKwiiaHG)    jccu. 
ovry  pbvy  Xarpnwmc  *• 


Marki.    12,  13. 


To  that,  which  is  quoted 
in  this  section  from  St 
Matthew  and  St.  Luke, 
there  is  nothing,  which 
corresponds  in  St  Mark k. 


THREE  FIRST  GOSPELS. 
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SECTION  III. 

Temptation  of  Christ 


Lgke  iv.  1—13. 

4.  Ttyfxnrrai,  on  sk  $w' 
apry  povig  twtrai  o  avOpv- 
iroc  aXX  m  vavri  pqpan, 

5,  10,  11.  Kai  wyaycv 
avrov  fie  IfpsaaXt^i, 
icat  £?it?£v  avrov  £iri  to.ttw- 
puycoy  T8  ispe  jcatiurtv  awry, 
a  ob.vioc  ci  re.Gfa,  /3aXc 
crcovrov  cvrcvOcv   icary.*  yc- 


rypamrai  yap  ore  rote  a*yysAo*c 
ayrs  cvreAcirac  ifsp*  ag,  .  tb 
$<a6vXa£at  at' 

teat  on  svt  ftttpw  apvat  as 
prrrroTt  wpoaKOifv*  vpoq  \i9ov 
rpv  woo*  a*. 

8.  Kac  airoKpifkit  avrip 
etir*  v  o  Iiptoo  wwayt  ow««w /k* 
2arava  e.  Tfypattrat  yap f 
arpotf  cvwprac  jcvptov  rov  Of ov 
«*  jcat  avry  pov$>  Xarpcvafi^ 


RE  If  AUKS. 

»  The  expression  ampvyio*  t« 
lifts  deserves  particularly  to  be 
noted.  iiTfft?tor  occurs  in  no 
other  place,  either  in  St.  Mat. 
thew's  or  St.  Luke's  Gospel,  nor 
indeed-  in  any  other  passage 
throughout  the  whole  N.  T.  It 
sometimes  ooeurs  in  the  LXX. 
but  is  never  applied  to  a  build- 
ing: nor  is  it  ever  applied  in 
this  manner  in  any  classic  author. 
Is  it  credible  then,  that  two  inde- 
pendent translators  should  agree 
in  translating  the  same  Hebrew 
expression,  in  the  same  place,  by 
the  same  Greek  expression, 
wripvyiov  re  »ip»,  when  that  Greek 
expression  is  so  very  unusual,  that 
it  has  bithertobeen  discovered  in 
no  other  author,  either  sacred  or 
profane,  and  they  themselves 
have  never  used  it  on  any  other 
occasion  ? 

b  —  IG. 

—  tn.  Or. 

*  -f-  oriffv  /*».  G. 

•  —  vwayi  ovwir  p*  Solwa.  G. 

—  fMK{.    G. 

'The  words  of  the  LXX.  Deut  vi.  IS.  areKvpwi  ro»  e*»  as 
Q$fhbn*y9  *&i  mvrfpMf  terpittfiic.  Also,  Deut.  x.  20.  Kvpio»  to*  0io» 
vm  pcC^Jfonj,  mai  avrtf  Xorpiwiif.  Both  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke 
have  90*Txvr#nie  instead  off&nhrji :  and  thus  not  only  differ  from 
the  LXX.  but  agree  with  each  other  in  this  difference.  The  other 
quotations  in  this  section  are  of  less  consequence,  because  they 
agree  with  the  LXX. 

h  It  may  be  here  observed  once  for  all,  that  where  a  vacant  space 
is  left  in  any  of  the  columns,  and  no  particular  mention  is  made,  that 
the  Gospel,  which  belongs  to  that  column,  has  less  there,  than  the 
ether  two,  it  may  be  inferred  that  the  same  thing  is  related,  but  in 
«lifferent  words,  and  that  on  this  account  only  no  quotation  is  made. 

5 
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ORIGIN   OF   THE 


SECTION  VI. 

Cure  of  a  leper. 


Matth.  viii.  2—4. 

2.  Kvptc,  %av  SeXw  Sv- 
vaaat  fit  icaOapurcu*.  . 

3.  Koi  Ejcrccvac  ri|v  X€lPa 
Wparo  avrti  o  Iiforsc,  Xcyaw 
SeXu  /ca0apc<r6ifrt . 

icac  arOroc  €«aflapui0i|  <mr«  ri 

» 

Xcirpa. 


4.  Kat  Xc^ct  avry  o  lifffsc* 
opa  pyStvi  fiiryc*  «XX  virayi 
ffcovrov  $€t£ov  tcj>  upa,  icai 
irp4xr€vcyiCE  to  Swpov,  o  irpoa- 
tTaSc  Moktijc    «c  fiapTvpiov 

avrocc* 


Mark  i.  40 — 45. 

40*  E*V  SeAyc  Swacfat  p* 
icaOapfaai. 

41.  "O  $t  Iiy<r«c  <nrXoy- 
^vktOccc  acravag  rt/v  XaPa 
r^yparo  avfs,  /ecu  Acyct  avry, 
StXa*  /caOappr&rrc. 

42.  Kat  eiwovroc  avr§Y 
CV0EC0C  airpX&v  aw  avrs  n 
Xcirpa,  Kat  c/caOapcaftq  b. 

43.  An  addition  in  St 

Marks  not  contained  either 
in  St.  Matthew  or  in  St 
Luke. 

44.  Ktfc  \tyti  avrtf  op* 
/niScvt  fiifScvc  ttry?,  oXX' 
viraye  atavrov  §ct£ov  ry  tcpfi , 
/cat  irpoffcveyjtt  irtptrs  /cofta- 
pto/ts  cf 8  a  TTfxxnra^e  Mtrinvc 
€ic  ftoprvpcov  avroic*1. 

45.  Here  is  an  addition 

in  St  Mark  and  St  Luke 
not  contained  in  St  Mat- 
thew :  but  in  this  addition 
the  words  used  by  St  Mark 
are  very  different  from 
those  of  St  Luke,  ch.  v. 
15,  16. 


THREE    FIRST    GOSPELS. 
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SECTION   VL 


Cure  of  a  leper. 


Luke  v,  12-^16. 

12*  Kvpie,  eav  dtX^c  Svva- 
orai  fu  KaOapiaai. 

13.  Kai  eicrcivac  rp v .  X*1?* 
ti\f/aro  avrsy  etwaiv,  ScXa*  iea0- 

jcat  tv0ea>c  A  Xorpa  aimX0ev 
aw'  «yre*   f 


REMARKS. 


*  Ei«o»1o«  «ifl»  is  not  in  BDX. 
69.  102.  Syr.  Ar.  p.  Pers.  p. 
Copt.  cbnt.  veron.  vere.  com. 
corib.  2.  germ.  1.    . 


»  * 


u. 

aXXa  aireX0«v  8cc£ov  mavrov 
ry  tcpcij  jcai  vpoffcveyief  ircpc 
rs  Jca0apicr/u6  <xs  ica0fa>c  Trpcxr- 
*ra£s  MaHrifC  ccc  fwprvpiov 
4urroic* 
15,  16. 


b  In  this  Terse  St.  Mark's  text 
contains  partly  that  of  St.  Luke; 
partly  that 'of  St.  Matthew. 

°—  i*h*.  A.D.L.  39.  69. 
134.  Ev.  19.  al.  4.  MS.  e.  x.  x. 
Syr.  Arm.  Vulg.  It.  Vict.  Theo- 
phyl. 

d  Here  St.  Mark's  text  con. 
tarns  partly  St.  Matthew's  and 
partly  St.  Luke's.  He  agrees 
with  St.  Luke '  in  «n^»  rv  saOa- 
turfi*  an :  in  the  rest  of  the 
verse  he  agrees  with  St.  Mat- 
thew. Whether  examples  of  this 
kind  prove  that,  St.  Mark  copied 
partly  from  St.  Matthew  and 
partly  from  St  Luke,  or  whe- 
ther they  may  be  explained  even 
on  the  hypothesis  that  none  of 
the  three  Evangelists  saw  each 
other's  writings,  is  a  question  to 
be  considered  hereafter. 
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ORIGIN    OF   THE 


SECTION  VU, 

Cure  of  a  person  afflicted  with  the  palsy. 


Matth.  ix.  l-r8. 

*  • 

•  * 

2.  Kai  i$«v  o  Iifffsc  tijv 
iti*tv  avrt>v,  curt  rtf  irapaXv- 
rucy,  Sap<ra  rfievov,  a^ewvrai 
uoi  at  apaprtat  <r« ; 

4,5. 

;  T*  yap  *  w  cvicoiriwripov, 
ctirav  a^fcvrat  oot c  at  anap- 
rtat,  if  wiring  tyipat, 

ical  iftpMraTu ; 

6.  'I#a  ScciSirrcort  c^aaiav 
tyti  o  vioc  r8  av0pa>irtf  «irt  rife 
yijg  a^tcyat  aftapriaC;  ic.r.X.  • 


Mark  ii.  1 — 12. 

*  • 

5.  IoW  Se  o  Iiftrscriiv  irrsrtv 
jcwron^  As^**  r^TrapaXvrucy, 
tcicvov,  aifxwvtmi  <roc  oi  apap- 
nai  <xs  *  ; 

8,  9-'  Tr«mMu  StaXoyi- 
i&tffc  ev  Tdi?  ttipSutic  v^y; 
ti  csiv  cwcoiraircpov,  ctiretv  ry 
irapaAwwcy  af  tfuvrat  ooc*  ac 
auaprtat,  if  ctirav,  cyeipat* 
icaie  apov  as  rov  jcpa€£aroV; 
/cac  ircpcirarci ; 

10.  Iva  Sc  ctSijrc  ore  «&- 
atav  c^€c  o  woe  T8  avtfp^ivs 
aftcvat  cirt  n?c  yi|Cc  a/*ap- 
riac,  k.t.X. 


SECTION   VIII. 

-    Call  of  St  Matthew  to  the  apostlesbip. 
•Mtyttb.  Kl'9— f7. 


(  .10.  Kat  £"yev^TOy  ojtfrtf  ava* 
ftttptvs  c»:rp  oaeta,  «at  :#8a 
iroXXw  teXaiMi  lot  'a/aapr6>u 
Xot  eXdovrcc  <rvvave#cavro  ry 
Iif 98  n<u  row  'ftaftfftMC 


Mark  ii.  13—22. 

15.  Kai  eyevcro  ev  ry  *a- 
rajcctaOat  avrov  cv  rp  ouaa 
ours,  teat  ttoXXoc  rcXwat  icai 
afiaprwXoi  owav&cctvro  ry 
,  It|<re  icai  rote  ftaftfracc  «*r»* 
*aav  yap  iroXXot,  icat  qcoX*- 
0ifaav  avry. 


i  i 


THREE   FIR8T  GOSPELS. 
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SECTION  vn. 


Cure  of  a  person  afflicted  with  the  palsy. 


Luke  ▼.  17—26. 

■ 

20.  Kcu  tSwv  Tiyv  iri^cV 
mvT&v  eiircv  avrtpb9  av&pdnrtj 
afewvrai  aoi  at  afiapriai  as , 


22,  23.  Ti  SioXoyt&dfe 
cv  rate  KapScaic  ifitov, 

T4    £TCV    tVKOWWTtOOVy     617TCIV, 

af  Efcnrat  croc  at  a/iapriac  <X8, 
ij  ciirciv  tytipai f 

cat  trepttraru  ; 

24.  'Iva  Sc  ccSijTE  ore  f£s- 
<Jtav  t^u  a  vcoc  rs  avdptms 
twi  n>c  7*ic  a^uvai  a/iap* 
ria£,  ic.r.X. 


REMARKS.      ■ 

»  Griesbach's  text  is  ofim!)** 
b  Griesbach  lias  rejected  <ufy. 

■ 

e  In  Griesbach's  text  is  9m 
*  Eyiigt.  G* 
G. 


1  En  rvf  >tk  *f www.  (?. 


SECTION  VIII. 


Call  of  St.  Matthew  to  the  apostleship. 


Luke  v,  27—39. 


REMARKS. 


2S0 


ORIGIN    OF.  THE 


Matth.  ix.  9—17. 


1 1 .  Kat  tSovrcc  ot  fapt- 
aatot 

ftirov  rote  Jtatfijratc  avr«, 
Scon  fivra  rwv  t^lwvwv  Kai 
auapTwXtov  fatitct  o  otoaatca- 

Xoc  ifjuav ; 

12,  13.  0  Sc  Ii)<rec  a/cs- 

vflunv   ot    urj^wovrec   tarps, 

ttXX'  Ot  JCaiWC  €)^OVT€C*  TTOpfW- 

Ocvrcc  8*  /ta&rc,  re  ctftv, 
cXcov  deXw,  icac  8  Sbaiav*.  8 
yap  i|X0ov  icaXeaat  SucatsC; 
aXX*  apaprwXsc  «C  fwra- 
votav  b. 

15.  EXcwovrat  Sc  if/tcpat 
orav  airapdp  c  air  avraiv  o 
wpftoc*  icat  Tore  vii^evascrcv. 

1 6.  OvS«c  8e  circj3aXXct 
•  circ|3Xi|fia  paicdc  ayvafs  circ 

cparty  iraXaiy*  aipct  yap  ro 
irXiipupa  avT8  avo  rs  t/iarttf, 
jcat  xctpov  ayyifxa  ytverat. 

17- 


fqrcpa s  awri|p»vrai. 


koi  a^i- 


Mark  ii.  1 3—22. 

16.  Kai  ot  ypau/tarctc, 
jcat  ot  4>apuratoi  tSovrec  avrov 
caOtovra  acra  rwv  rcXcavwv 
icat  afiapraiXaWj  eXeyov  rote 
paOirratc  avrs*  rt  ort  fi*ra 
rwv  nXwvwv  tcai  apapnaKpv 
ccrdcci  jccu  mvu  * ; 

17*  Kat  ,a/c8<rac  o  li)0»c 
Xeyct  avrotc*  **  xpaav  c^saiv 
oi  ur^vovrcc  tarps,  aXX  pi 
jcaxaic  i\ovrtg. 


sjc  fiXOov  KaXeaai  Sucatsc  <*^X 
aaapraiXsc  etc  ueravotav  b- 

20*  EXuwrovrat  8c  ify/tcpat 
orav  airap0p  air  avrtov  p 
yvfiftoc,  Kai  rort  irttrswrwiv 
cv  e&ctvatc  rate  tytcpatc  d- 

2  1  •     Kat  *    8$Ct£   CTTlCXlJfUI 

paicsc  ayva^e  eirtppairrci  «rt 
t/tarty  iraXaty  a  8c  /«?, 
atpa  ro  trXijpw^ia  avrs  ro 
jcatvov  T8  iraXats,  jcat  X€HM>V 
tryiajjui  ytverat. 

22.  Kat«8ftcj3aXXa  otvov 
vcov  etc  aincsp  vaXatsc*  «*  8c 
pit,  pifaoit  o  otvoc  o  vcoc  rs< 
acricsc*  Kai  o  otvoc  «C)(Etrat, 
teat  ot  aaKoi  airoXwrat'  aXXa 
otvov  vcov  etc   a<TK8$  icatwc 

j3Xt|TCOV  f. 


THREE    FIR8T  .  GOSPELS. 


SSI 


Luke  v.  S7— 39. 


35 .   EAf vcrovTcu  Sc  rifiepai 
scat  orav  airapOy  aw  auraivo 

WflflOq,    TOT6    Vt)*€V<T8<TlV    cv 

cjccivacc  race  ij/tupatc. 


i  1 


37,  38.  Kat  s&cc  0aXXa 
otvov  veoy  «c  acncvg  vaXaisc* 
€t  &  /*i?y«  p«f^ec  o  vcoc  ocvoc 

<rcrai,  #cai  oc  eurcoc  awoXsvrat' 
aXAa  ocvov  vsov  «c  curies^ 
jcmvsg  /3Xirr€Ov*  icat  ap^ortpot 
*wrifp«vrat. 


REMARKS. 


1  Ver.  15,  16.  St.  Mark's  text 
is  that  of  St.  M atthew,  with  ad- 
dhions. 

b  Griesbach  has  rejected  ••< 
piraroiarfrom  the  text  both  of 
St.  Matthew  and  of -St,  Mark. 

*  - 

c  AH  three  Evangelists  agree 
in  this  place  in  usin£  the  verb 
ftroiptfi  though  thev  have  never 
used  it  on  any  other  occasion. 
But,  what  -is  most  remark* 
able,  they  all  agree  in  using  it 
in  the  passive'  voice,  though 
*waupi9  in  the  active  voice,  sig- 
nifies '  discedo.'  ambm  occurs, 
nearly  100  times  in  the  LXX. 
but  is  never  used  there  in  the 
passive :  nor  have  I  ever  seen  an 
instance  quoted  from  a  classic 
author.  Is  it  probable  then  that 
ot«»  aw*ok%  would  have  been 
used  in  all  three  texts,  if  they 
contained  three  independent 
translations  ? 

d  E»  txjini  Tij  ipifa.  G. 

•  —  K«.  G. 

Mn  this  section  St.  Mark's 
text  agrees  partly  with  that  of 
St.  Matthew,  partly  with  that  of 
St.  Luke. 

1  AfA0OT§pW.    G. 


£22 


amour  or  THE 


SECTION  IX. 


Christ  goes  with  his  disciples  through  the  corn  fields. 


Matth.  xii.  1 — 8. 

3*  Ovic  avcyvoircrt  €iroiif0£ 
Aaj3c8,  ore  siretvcwev  avfac* 
kcu  o!  fur*  avrs  ; 

4*  IIa»c  am)X0«v  €1^  rov 

OUCOVT0  0f8, 

icai  rscaprsc  rtiQ  irpodtatwi 
cAaycv,  ovq  8K  e£ov  i?v  ctvrw 
$ay«v,  8p6  roi(  ftcr  «ur0,  a 

/ttlf  TOIC  fCpCVOi  fMOVOlQ  $  ' 


Mark  ii.  23 — 28. 

25.  OvoWore  aveywrc  ri 
ciroiiiac  Aa&S,  ore  )£paav 
€<r\€,  icai  cir&vcurcv  avroc  *« 
oi  firr   avra  ; 

26.  ILoc  cunfXOcv  etc  tov 
oikov  T8  0£8,  «ri  A6ta0ap  rs 
ap^(€p£6>c>  *<**  rsc  «pr«c  rijc 
irpo0€<rEa»c  c^ayev  owe  **  c^e?c 
4>ayav  b, 

«  fii|  roc c  upeven  ; 

27.  28.  Kai  eXeycv  av- 
rocc-. 

Here  follows  a  passage 
not  contained  either  in 
St  Matthew  or  in  St 
Luke. 

W?€      JCVptOC     €?(V    O    VIOC    T8 

avOptows  KOI  T8  <Ta©Sor8c. 


THREE    FIRST    GOSPELS. 
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SECTION  IX. 

Christ  goes  with  bis  disciples  through  the  corn  fields. 
Luke  vi*  1—5.  remarks. 

*  -*-  at*©*,  (t. 


;  5.  Kat  Arycv  atorotq,  , 


e       r 


OTi     JCVpCOC     W*V     O     VtOC     1*8 

av0p*>ir8  jccu  T8  aa€Sars. 


b  Hitherto  St.  Mark's  text  is 
that  of  St.  Matthew  with  addi- 
tions: bat  in  this  place  it  has 
not  alb  TDK  fAtrb&nt.  However 
at  the  end  of  this  Verse  St.  Mark 
has  added  nm  Am  nm  tok  w* 
avrtt  «0i« 


9  In  this  section  again  St. 
Mark's  text  agrees  partly  with 
that  of  St.  Matthew,  partly 
with  that  of  St.  Luke. 
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ORIGIN   OF   THE 


SECTION  X. 


Cure  of  a  withered  band. 


Matth.  xii.  9—15. 

1  ] .    Similar    question : 
but  very  different  words. 


1 3.  Tori  Xtyu  rip  av0po>- 

Wtjtj      &CTUVOV    TlfV  %*i$*    CB" 

cat  c&rate  •  koi  airaiarireTaOif 
iyliJS  wc  V*  «XXij. 


Mark  iii. 


4.  E£c?i  rote  tfaCGaoiv 
ayaOojroifprai,  if*ajcoirocqa<u ; 
^v\W  GhMiai,  i?  arojcrcivai ; 

5.  Kai  irepcSXc^ofuvoc 
auTec  /wr*  opyifc,  <rvXXvr»- 
/ufvoc  £*•£  rf  irupwatt  njc  *«p- 
StacavrfW;  Xcyct  ry  avd^Mur^ 

cicrccvov  mv  X€1Pa  **"'  *fll 
t&rccvc*  Kai  airojcareratfi?  jr 
)^«p  oimts  vytrc  a»c  if  «XXn  b. 
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SECTION   X. 


Cure  of  a  withered  hand. 


Luke  yi.  6 — il. 

9-  E£c?i  toic  aaC&ttftv 
ayaOovoiriaat,  19  jcajcoirotifffqi ; 
ypvyjiv  <r<t><rar,  19  airoXarat  *  ; 

10*  Kai  mpi£\t\f/aiitvog 
iravroc  avtsg, 

ncruvov  tijv  \tipa  <ra"  o  & 
twoitiatv  ovtW  icac  airoicaf  ear- 
raOti  ri  ^eip  avT8  vyii»cc  ic 
if  aAXif. 


REMARKS* 


imwcKTtucu.  G. 


/ 


b «, 


.  jt 


VOE-  III.  PART  II. 
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ORIGIN   OF  THE 


SECTION  XIV. 

Parable  of  the  sower  *. 


Mtftth.  xiii.  I — 20.  Mark  iv.  1 — 20.  Luke  viii.  4—15 


•         ♦ 


Matth.  xiii. 

3.  I$8>  e£i|X0€v  o  OTruparVj 
rov  oirapuv. 

,  4.  Kat  ev  Ttp  oratpEiv  av- 
tov,  a  /lieu  tirurt  irapa  riyv 
oSov  icai  i|X0c  ra  ircretva,  icai 
icarc^aycv  avra. 

5«  AXXa  §€    ETEffEV    67TI   TQ 

ir£rpa>$i|,  oirov  ovic  ci)^e  yiyv 
iroXXtjv*  jcatEv0Eo>c  c^avcrciXcj 
Sia  ro  fii|  c^ecv  |3a0oc  yirc, 

6.  HXiov  8c  avareiAavroc, 
tJcaufiarurOf),  icat  Sea  ro  fti| 
f^i cv  pi£avj  c^irpavOi?  c. 

7*  AXXa  $e  eircffEV  £7rt  rac 
aicav0aca  Kai  ave&|<rav  at 
a«cav0af,  Kai  avtirvi^av  avra. 

8,  9*  AXXa  Se  ettepev  Eirt 
tijv  yifv  riyv  icaXfjv*  /cai  e&Sov 
Kapirov' 


o  fiev  Ikcltov,  o  8e  I^kovtQj 
o  $e  rpiaxovra. 


o  €\a>v  aira  ojcovecv  aicovcrcii 


g 


Mark  iv. 

3.  ISs,  c£i)X0£v  o  mrtipw, 
rov  airEtpai* 

4.  Kai  cyevcro  cv  ry  <nra- 
p£iv,  o  ftcv  circle  irapa  rqv 
oSov*  icac  i}X0£  ra  irerstva  rov 
npav8  *  *ai  icare^aycv  avro  b. 

5.  AXXo  &  nrcffev  erf  ro 
irtrpwStQ,  oirov  owe  tt^c  y^v 
iroXXi|v*  Kai  ev0€(t>c  E&nreraX* 
Sia  ro  fitj  e^civ  /3a0o?  yi|C. 

6.  HXiov  &  avareiXavroc 
BKav/iaTiadri,  icac   Sea    ro  fti? 

€X€(V  fH2av>  *£lp«v0i|. 

7*  Kai  aXXo  eiteo-ev  £icrac 
aicav0ac*  jcac  av*6ij<xav  at 
a#cav0ac,  icai  avv£irvc£av  avro, 
Kai  icapirov  ovk  e&We  d. 

8,  9*   Kai  aXXo  creaty  «c 
riyv  yiyv  rijv  JcaXifv*  jtac  c&Sov 
jcapirov 
avaGcuvoyra  icai    au£avovra* 

Kai  £^£p£V  e 

cv  rptaieovra,  icai  ev  s&fjcovra 

#cai  ev  tKarov. 

Kai  tXtytv  avroig  f, 

o  eyyv  wra  aKovuv  ajcovfr**. 
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SECTION  XIV. 
Parable  of  the  sower  *. 

REMARKS. 

*  This  section,  according  to  Eichhorn's  statement,  includes 
Mattb.  xiii.  1 — 34.  Mark  iv.  1 — 34.  Luke  viii.  4— -18.  But  I  have; 
shortened  these  portions,  because  the  parable  of  the  sower,  includ- 
ing even  the  explanation  of  it,  extends  no  further,  than  Matth. 
xiii.  23.  Mark  iv.  20.  Luke  viii.  15.  The  remaining  part  of  these 
portions  relates  to  different  subjects,  which  are  moreover  not  com- 
mon to  all  three  Evangelists,  for  Mark  iv.  21—25.  Luke  viii.  16 — • 
18.  is  peculiar  to  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke.  Mark  iv.  26 — 32.  Matth. 
xiii.  24—32  contains  parables,  which  are  not  in  St.  Luke* 

•  — Tv  tfgavtf.  Q.  and  no  doubt  can  be  made  that  this  addition 
not  originally  contained  in  St.  Mark's  text. 


*  St.  Mark  uses  throughout,  the  singular  number  5,  av%,  drc.  in- 
stead of  <*,  •t/l«,  &c  as  St.  Luke  has  done,  who  has  likewise  the 
singular  number.  But  in  other  respects  the  words  of  St.  Luke  are 
for  the  most  part  different  from  those  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark. 

*  To  this  verse  there  is  nothing  which  corresponds  in  St.  Luke's 


*  Ksu  **f*w*x  ilmci  is  an  addition  made  by  St.  Mark  to  St.  Mat- 
thew's text. 

*  Another  addition  made  by  St.  Mark. . 

'  A  third  addition  made  by  St.  Mark.    Atflo»«  however  is  rejected 
by  Griesbach. 

*  The  close  agreement  between  St  Matthew  and  St.  Mark 
throughout  this  whole  relation,  not  only  in  the  choice  of  the  words, 
but  likewise  in  their  position  (with  the  exception  of  the  numbers 
lOO,  GO,  30,  ver.  8.  which  St.  Mark  has  in  an  ascending,  St.  Mat- 
their  if*  a  descending  series)  is  the  more  remarkable,  because  the 
words  used  by  St.  Lul^e,  if  we  except  a  part  of  the  first  verse,  and 
I  »x*9  "i*  "**"'  """"l"  at  the  close  of  the  relation,  are  very  different. 
St.  Matthew's  Greek  text  therefore  and  that  of  St.  Luke  may  be 
two  independent  translations  of  the  same  Hebrew  or  Chaldee  text : 
but  this  cannot  be  the  case  with  that  of  St.  Mark. 

Q  2 


8£8  ORIGIN  OF  THE 

In  the  remaining  part  of  this  section,  which  contains 
the  explanation  of  the  parable,  St  Matthew  and  St 
Mark  have  the  same  words  in  only  one  or  two  de- 
tached places:  and  what  is  remarkable,  though  St 
Mark  had  used  o,  avro,  &c.  wliere  St  Matthew  had 
a,  avra9  &c.  he  now  uses  the  plural,  and  St  Matthew 
the  singular  number.,  as 


Matth.  xiii. 

42.     K<u    fi   /»€piava    rs 
acaivoc  tstb, 
Kai  v  airarn  rs  irXers 

ovpirviyu  rov  Xoyov  gat  acap- 
iroc  yivtraiB 


Mark  iv. 

19*    Kai   at   [itpifxvni   ti 
aiwvoQ  T8T8  k 
Kai  ri   airarn   r«  irXar*     ftB 

addition  in  St.  Mark. 

<rvfnrvcy90i    rov    Xo-yov    mi 
I  ajcapiroc  yivfrai. 


SECTION  XX. 

Five  thousand  fed  with  five  loaves  and  two  fishes. 


Matth.  xiv.  13—21. 

19*  Kat  XaSaiv  r«c  ircvrc 
aprsc,  Kat  rsg  Svo  lyflvag, 
avatXtxf/aq  ug  rov  spavov  cv- 
Xoyijcrf  jcai  icXacrac,  Jc.r.X. 


20.    Kai  c^cryoy   iravrtg, 
Kat  tyopra<j9ri<Tav\ 
Kai  ppav  ro  ircptaacvov  rwv 
icXaa/uarwv    Sw&ciea    Kwpivug 
irXifpfe$. 


Mark  vi.  SO— 44. 

41.  Kai  Xa£*>v  r«c  want 
apr8c,  *<u  f«C  Svo  *^0uaCi 
avaSXei//ac  ac  roy  spawv,  ev- 
Xoyiyae*  Jtai  *arc*Xaat*  r«c 
aprscj  *at  cSc&  rote  jtaftfraK 
avrs  cva  trapatiaKttv  avrotc' 
icac  T8c  Svo  t^Ouac  ^upc« 
iraatv. 

42,  43*  Kai  t+ayov  wav 
rtg,  Kai  «£opraa0f|aav« 

Kai  f  pav 

jcXaaparwv    &*Sara     jcofwic 

irXtfpf  tc  b- 
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REMARK* 


*«— TtfTV.   O. 


SECTION  XX. 


Five  thousand, fed  with  five  loaves  and  two  fishes. 


Luke  ix.  10— 17. 

lO.      Ad&tfV    &    T8Q    ITtVTE 

aprae,  Kai  tsc  ©W  t\9vag, 
avaCAc^ac  fie  rov  spavov, 
tvXoywev  avrovc*  teat-  icare- 
jcXturc,  Kai  cScSouroicfiadqracc 
pandtvai  rip  oy\tp. 


1  7«   Keu  tfayov  jcoi  *X°P' 
rmerihieav  Vavrcc. 


REMARKS. 

»  K«Ta«Xaip,  used  here  both  by 
St.  Mark  and  St*  Luke,  occur* 
no  where  else  in  the  whole  N.  T. 
though  the  simple  verb  «*«*  fre- 
quently occurs  In  the  N.  T.  and 
is  particularly  used  with  ap**. 
St.  Matthew  has  «*«*  in  this 
very  instance. 

b  In  this  section  St.  Mark's 
text  agrees  partly  with  that  of 
St.  Matthew,  partly  with  that  of 
St.  Luke. 
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ORIGIN    OF    THE 


SECTION  XXL 

The  Disciples  of  Jesus  acknowledge  that  he  is  the 

Messiah. 


Matth.  xvi.  lS-r-28. 

13.  Tiva  fit  Xrymrcv  01 
avOpwiroi  civat,  rov  viov  rs 
avOponrs ; 

14.  Oi  Sc  ciirov*  ot  pcv, 
Ict>avvT)v  rov  /3a7TTimv*  aXXot 
$c  'HXtav,  cripoc  8c  'Icpcpiav, 
if  €va  rwv  irpo^ffraw. 

15.  16.  Acyct  avrocc* 
v/iccc  &  riva  fit  Xcycrc  civat ; 
airoicpcOcic  $c  2i/ut>v  Ilcrpoc 
CMTC,  <rv  u  o  Xpt?0Cj  o  vioc  r* 
©cs  rs  fruvroc* 

2 1  •  Ace  avrov  awiXOuv  uq 
IcpoffoXvpa*  Kai  iroXXa  wuOuv 

atro  rwv 
irpc<r&jrcpb>v,  jccu  ap^tcpewv, 
icat  ypa/i/uarcwvj  tcai  awo- 
icravdrivaif  jccu  rp  rpirp  if^tcp^i 
iyeptftjvat. 

22.  Ka*  irpocrXaCo/ucvoc 
aurov  o  Ilcrpoc,  i?p$aro  «rt- 
ri/iay  auraT 

23.  *0  '&  Tpaf*ic, 

aire  ry  ITcrpy 
vvayt    OTTiao)    /is,     Sarava* 
arjcavSaXov  /ton  ei* 
on  9  ^povctc  ra  tb  0«,  aXXa 

ra  rwv  av0pctf7ra>v. 


Mark  viii.  27 — ix.  1. 

Ttva  fit  Xcyovoiv  ot  ar- 
Opwirot  ctvai ; 

28.  Oc  Sc  cnrucfHfh***' 
lwawqv  rov  /3airrtci|v*  c« 
aXXot  HXiav,  aXXoc  & 

£va  rwv  irpo^ifroiv. 

29-  Kat  avroc  Xcya  av- 
roic'  v/utc  &  riva  /u  Xcytn 
tivoi  ;  curojcpi0«ic-o£  a  Ilcrpoc, 
Xcyct  avr*>j  avao  XptToc. 

31.  Ace  rov  viov  rov  ev 
0p*rirov  iroXXa  iraOccv'  mu 
airooofCifiaooSrvai  aro  r*w 
jrparSvrcpwvj  icac  apjupwv, 
jcai  ypa/i/iarcwv,  jcoc  «*o- 
jcrav0fjvai  icoi  furu  rpec 
tytcpa?  avarqvai  *. 

32.  Kai  TpoaXa&pcvoc 
avrov  o  Ilcrpoc  qp£aro  cm* 
rytf  v  mirfti. 

33.  *0  &  cimpafcicj  *« 
loVtiv  r*c  paftifrac  avrs,  c*c- 
rt/irjffc  ro>  Ilcrpy,  Xcyvr' 
vvayc  ovuju*  /A8j  Sarava* 

on  «  ^povcK  *«  **  0c»,  aAAfl 
ra  ra>v  avflpcoirwv. 


J 
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SECTION  XXI. 

The  Disciples  of  Jesus  acknowledge  that  he  is  the 

Messiah.         f 


Luke  ix.  18—27. 


-  22.  Aci  rov  viov  rov  av- 
9jp*>irou  iroXXa  iradkiv,  kcli 
awoSoKifiaoOiivai  airo  raiv 
irpHx€vT€pwv,  kcli  apxitpewv, 
tcai  ypappaTtwv,  teat  airo- 
KraiStivat,  icat  rp  rpcrp  ?7/u€(>a 
tytpfhtvai. 

To  these  two  verses 
there  is  nothing  which 
corresponds  in  St.  Luke's 
text. 


REMARKS. 


•  In  the  last  clause  of  this 
verse,  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke 
exactly  agree,  but  St.  Mark 
differs. 


. 
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ORIGIN    OF    THE 


Matth.  xvi.  13—28. 

24.  Et  rtq  ScXe*  oiriGw  fia 
tXAciv,  UtrapvqaaoQiM*  iavrov, 
icat  apart*  rov  eavpov  avrov, 
icai  aieoXovOfiru)  poi. 

25.  'Oc  yap  av  9cXp  niv 
yf*vyr\v  avrov  owrat,  airo\e<ru 
avrijv*  oc  8  av  airoXcffp  ri|v 
yf/vyjiv  avrov  ivCKCv  cpov, 

fvpifffci  avTtiv* 

26.  Tt  yap  w^cXarai  av- 
Opt^roct  cay  rov  jcoopiov  oXov 
jC€p£i?ffT>,  nyv  8c  i/w^nv  avrov 
£>ifuft>0y ' ;  i|  re  SwffEt  avOpctnroc 
avraXXay/ta  rtjc  r^X^  ovr8 • 

Here  St.  Matthew  has 
similar  matter,  but  in  very 
different  words. 


Mark  viii.  27 — ix.  1. 

34.  0?cc  &Xct  oruritf  aov 
cX0av  b,  awapvnaaadw  eavrov, 
icoi  opart*  rov  ?avpov  avrov, 
icat  ajcoXovoWctf  fioi. 

35.  Oc  yap  av  SfXv.  ri|v 
ypvyr\v  avrov  <r<u<rai,  aroXcaa 
avriiv*  oc  8'av  ajroXcay  mv 
ypvyjiv  airs  f  evueev  fftov,  cat 
rov  cvayycXtoVj  «rocf  aura 
avriiv. 

36.  Tt  yap  ft^cXipm  av- 
Spuirov  h  cav  JCipoVrp  rov  ko*- 
ftov  oXov  icai  &7/uu0p l  rpv 
ypvyjiv  avrov. 

37*  H  n  Sua-a  avOpwroc 

avrdXXaypa  nic  ^vx1^  avr*  * 
38.  Oc  yap  av  tvaur- 
•XyvOy  /if,  jcac  r$c  «/**C  Xoy«c 
cv  rp  yevca  ravry  rp  /*oi^a- 
XcSt  icac  aftaprwXy ,  jcat  o  moc 
rov  avOpatrrov  t7rai<Tyyv6ipt- 
rai  avrov,  orav  cX9y  cv  rp 
£o£u  rov  irarpoc  avrov.  ficra 
rwv  ayycXtov  twv  ayiwv. 
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Luke  \x.  18^-87.        I 

S3.  Et  tic  deXcc  ori<r*>  pov 
cX0av c,  airapVT)aaa0a>  lav- 
tov,  jcai  aparco  rov  «ravpov 
avrov  ica0*  q/icpav  *  jccu  aico- 
Xov9«ra>  /xoi. 

24.  Oc  yap  av  9cXp  tijv 
i/ntXnv  avrov  owaat,  airoXccm 
avrifv*  oq  S'av  airoXccrp  rt|v 
rpv-gnv  avrov  iviKty  epov,  stoc 
<jfcum  avrifv. 

25.  Ti  yap  uxf^Xurai  av- 

0p(0TtO£f   JC.T.X. 


26,  *Oc  yap  av  siraccr^vv- 
0p  /if,  jcac  rove  €/uovc  Xoyovc, 


TOVTOV  O  VIOC 


rov  avOpcorrou  €7rac(r^vv0i?<F€- 
rai,  orav  «X0y  £v  rp  So£p 
avrov,  Kai  rov  imrpoCj  /cat 
T«v  ayiwv  ayyeXcuv. 


BEMARKS.        * 
b  AK*Xtf$i»'.  G, 

*  Epxt^a*.  G.  But  whatever 
is  the  verb,  which  St.  Mark  cod 
St.  Luke  used,  they  agree  with 
St.  Matthew  in  the  Hebrew  con- 
struction mail  p*>  which  is  the 
more  remarkable,  as  at  other 
times  all  three  Evangelists  have 
much  more  frequently  used  the 
common  Greek  construction 
axoA*9ii»  rm,  with  a  dative,  and 
without  (ww*. 

•  —  K«0*  ifufaw.  In  the  three 
first  of  these  alterations  we  per- 
ceive the  attempts  of  transcribers 
to  augment  the  verbal  harmony 
of  the  Evangelists  by  altering 
the  one  from  the  other.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  insertion  of 
xaO*  ifptpar,  which  is  undoubtedly 
spurious,  produces  the  contrary 
effect,  as  it  is  contained  neither' 
in  St  Matthew's  nor  in  St.  Mark's 
text. 

f  Td»  iavrv  ^v^pf.  G. 
*  —  irroc.   G, 

k  Arty*™*.  E.  F.  G.  H.  L. 
M.  al.  18. 

4  It  is  remarkable,  that  St. 
Matthew  and  St.  Mark  here 
agree  in  using  (v/awO*  mw  ^v^f, 
instead  of  awoXtcm .  mr  4/Vxt)f> 
though  on  other  occasions  they 
have  so  frequently  used  «*cx- 
Xvfjnt  but  never  (*ifdMm.  And 
what  renders  it  still  more  re* 
markable  is,  that  in  the  verse 
immediately  preceding,  St  Mat- 
thew has  used  awXi?*  r*»  -^vx*9* 
and  there  St.  Mark  also  has  *«*- 
xt^ij  r«»  Ivx**.  This  agreement 
in  the  variation  of  expression 
could  not  be  the  effect  of  mere 
accident.  St.  Luke  also  has  used 
^tiotf,  ver.  75,  but  he  has  u*ed 
at  the  same  time  avoAAvp*,  and 
written  «*qX<7*{  *  £npi«0i*£. 
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JOKiqiV   OF  THE 


Mattb.  xvi  13— 28. 

88»  Apipr  Xayc*  ifuv,  tun 
•riMc  t«v  ifit  «T|JCor«ov  k  im- 
vc c  ov  fiif  ytwwvreu  Savarov, 
citfC  ov  iSbiai.  ic.r.X. 


Mark  viii.  £7 — i*.  1. 

IX.  I.  Apttv9  Atyw  v/itir, 
or*  £i<Ti  rcvcc  twv  £»&  wnjro- 
rwv,  ocrivcc  ov  fii}  yeuow- 
roi  Savarov,  ««c  av  iSfcxri  npr 
CaotActav  rov  ©«w,  eXi|Av- 
Oiicav  cv  Svvafiu  m. 


THREE  FtRST  GOSPELS. 


Luke  ix.  1 8 — 27. 

i. 

27*  Acyo>  Sc  vpiv  oAifOwc, 
«<ti  rcvcc  ^wv  ii>$€  c?i|icor«^v 
©i  ou  fii|  yaicrovrai l  Savarpv, 
ccac  av  i&ihtittjv  jSaaiXciavrs 

0€OV. 


REMARKS. 


vi 


k*E*Wr#»,    G. 

1  Ttvjvrrcn.  G. 


wi 


added  by  St.  Mark.  In  the  for- 
mer  jttrtoltbis  jvffrjdjbftffext  is 
the  same  as  St.  Matthew's :  but 
in  i«f  custom  m».p*0)kiup  w 
e^itf,  he  agrees''  with  St.  Luke9 
and  differs  from  St.  Mat****, 
who  has  ■«*•*»  &*r*v.T.oru£mj'*r 

aimr.  Nor  is  this  the  only  part 
of  the  section*  in  which  St. 
Mark's  text  agrees  partly  wwh 
that. of  Sultytfthew*  fatty  with 
that  of  St.  Luke.'  ' 


T<    * 


lastly,  the  expression  ynww 
*»i  Sanvr*,  in  which  all  thtete 
agree. in  this  place,>thougb mom 
of  them  has  used  it^on,  any  other 
occasion,  is  worthy  of  notice. 
However  this  phrase  alone  af- 
fords no  proof,  either*  that  thUJr 
copied  here  from  each  other,  or 
that  they  drew  from  *a  common 
Greek  source.  For  three  inde- 
pendent translators  o?  a  Chaldea 
document,  in  which  nrwo  catm9 
gu8tavit  mortem,  (an  expression 
which  occurs  in  the  Chaldee 
Paraphrase,  Psalm  xxiv.  1.)  was 
used,  could  not  well  render  it  in 
any  other  manner. 
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<  • 


SECTION  XXII. 

■ 

Transfiguration  of  Christ  on  the  mount. 


Matth.  xvii.  1— *10. 

],  2.  Kat  fjuff  q/icpac  «£ 
.wwpaXa/u£avu  o  Iifaovc  rov 
Tlirpov,  #cat  Iafru€ov,  cot  Iw- 
avvifv  rov  oScX^ov  avrov, 
cat  ava^cpft  uvtovc  «c  opoc 
v^qXov  jcar  t$tav, 
jort  fierqtopf%>0ip  c/»irpoofev 
avran/. 

4.  Airojtptffcic  Si  o  Ilcrpoc 
uv*  Ti^  Iiprov  in/pa,  jcoXov 
-amv  j|fuic'<t'&  (tvat*  et  ScX«c 
iron)<ra>fiev  w&  rp«c  <rjei|vac> 
aot  pav  icac  Mawp  fccav,  feat 
jftav  'HXia. 

•  5.  Kat  t$ou  ^annr  cjc  nj? 
H^t/rtXtyc  Xtypvaa'  ovroc  mv 
p  vioc  fiov  o  ayajrijroc,  ev  y 
ivSoicqga-'  avrev  atcovtrt. 


Mark  is.  A— 9* 

2.  Kat  jotf'  tyupac  t£ 
irapaXaft&iva  o  Iifaouc  rov 
Ilcrpov,  icat  rov  laxwGov,  cat 
rov  Iwawijv, 

Kai  ova^cpcc  avrovc  etc  opoc 
inpqXov  kot  tStav  povovc- 
icat    /tm/iopf«*0ir    fpirpoo&v 
avrwv. 

5.  Kat  airoicptflttc  o  Ilerpoc 
Xcyct  ry  Ipow*  paSCt,  jcoXov 
c?tv  ijftac  uSc  ctvat* 
irotfprw/ucv  <rici|vac  rpftc, 
oot  puav,    feat    Manm    ftcavi 
gat  'HXta  paav. 

7-   Kat  ifXfc  ^wvif  ck  ntf 
vf^cXiic  XcyoiMra  *•  ovroc  ««v 
o  vtoc  f>ov  o  ayavproc* 
avrou  ajeovtrc. 


ii   . 


f  HBSE    F1MT   6O0PXU> 


m 


SECTION  XXII. 
Transfiguration  of  Christ  on  the  mount 

Luke  ix.  S8— 36.  remarks. 


35,  Kai  ^ft>vif  tytvtro  cic 
Ti|C  vc^^nc  Xcvovaa*   ovtoq 
cctv  o  vioc  fiov  o  ayainyToc* 
avrov  ajeovcrc. 


•—Ai?***,  O. 
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ORIGIN   OF  THE 


SECTION  XXVL 

Chtist  blesses  children,  who  are  brought  to  him  :  and 
answers  the  question,  by  w*hat  means  salvation  is  to 
be  otyfeiaed. 

Markx.  13— SI. 


Matth.  xix.  13—30. 


To  this  verse  there  is 
nothing,  which  corresponds 
in  St  Matthew's  text 


14.  A^€T6  ra  iracSia  cp- 
ytodat  irpoc  /«>  km  fin  jc*t- 
Xverc  avra'  rwv  yap  roiavrwv 
ctiv  i  /3acriX«a  rov  Geov. 

15*  A/iijv,  Xcyw  v/uv,  oc 
cav  fii|  8e$ifT<H  ri|v  /3a<rcXc4av 
rov  Ocov  «c  irai&ov,  av  /uf 
ccacXOp  «*c  avrifv. 

16.  An  addition  not 
contained  in  St.  Luke's 
Gospel. 

17 •  AioWicaXe  ayaOt,  n 
irot i|<r«i  ivo  £«*i|v  au*viov  icAif 
povo/uprw ; 

1 8.  O  Sie  Iif^sc  ccircv  avrtf 
ri  /u  Xcycic  oyaOov ;  ovSac 
aya0oc>  ec  fftvi  etc,  o  Ococ* 

19*  Ta$  cvroXac  otoac" 
/ill  fiocx^wpc* 

/il|  ^OVEVffpc' 
f*t|  IcXc^rfC* 

/uij  ^€vSoftaprvpi|<rpcs 

/*H  oiro^fpifcrpc* 

ri/ta  rov  irarcpa  crov,  accu  rqv 

/Aiirspa  \ 


THREE  FIRST  009 PELS. 
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' .     SECTION  XXVI. 

Christ  blesses  children,  who  are  brought  to  him :  and 
answers  the  question,  by  what  means  salvation  is  to 
be  obtained. 


Luke  xviii.  15—30. 


t 


16.   Afcrc  ra  iraiSufc  cp- 

yta$CU   VpOg   /U9    JHU/Mf   JCtt* 

Avtrc  avra*  twv  yap  roiowrwv 
c«iv  if  /SaaiXcta  tow  Qeov.  • 

17-  A/ui/v,  Xsyw  vfuv,  oc 
t av  f»i  $c£qrat  rifv  j3a<rtXccav 
row  Osov  £c  iroiSiov,  ov  ^ 
sipsX0p  «fi  avri^s 


REMARKS. 

•  In  the  LXX.  these  com- 
mandments  are  worded  and  ar- 
ranged in  the  following  manner: 

Exod.  zx.  12—17. 
Tip*    rot  martfa  e*t  km    t*» 

Ov  Qenvo-tic. 

Off  <btV&f4MfTVf*m{*    - 

In  the  Hebrew  the  command* 
ment  against  theft  is  placed  be- 
fore that  against  adultery :  in 
other  respects  the  arrangement  i» 
the  same  as  in  the  LXX.  St. 
Mark  and  St.  Luke  therefore 
differ  both  from  the  Hebrew  and 
the  LXX.  in  their  mode  of  ar- 
ranging these  commandments, 
and  at  the  same  time  they  agree 
with  each  other.  It  is  true,  that 
St.  Mark  has  added  p*  •warnf*- 
n*>  which  St.  Luke  has  not* 
St.  Matthew's  arrangement  is 
somewhat  different :  for  though 
he  agrees  with  St.  Mark  and  St. 
Luke  in  giving  the  command  to 
honour  one's  parents  the  last 
place  among  these  fire  com- 
mandments, he  differs  from  them, 
and  agrees  with  the  Hebrew,  in  placing  the  commandment  against 
theft  before  that  against  adultery.  In  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans, 
ch.  xiii.  9.  the  same  arrangement  is  observed  as  in  the  Gospels  of 
St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke :  but  then  it  is  remarkable  that  these  two 
Evangelists  agree  in  using  p*  and  the  subjunctive,  p*  posxwiK,  p* 
p©w<nK,  &c.  whereas  inthe  LXX.  in  St.  Matthew's  Gospel, and  the 
Epistle  to  the  Romans, «  with  the  indicative  is  used. 


18.  AiWroAf  ayaAe,  ri 
votucrac  fruit*  atwvtov  tcAijpo- 

19.  Ecwc  &  avrtp  o  Ifurec* 
r<  fu  Xcyac  ayadov ;  s8«c 
ayado^,  ci  fsif  cic,  o  Geo?* 

SO*  Tac  cvroXac  ocSac* 
fin  /a»x«w<^C' 
fin  ^ovciHrpc* 
fir\  icXf^pc* 

rc/ia  rov  wartpa  <rov,  jcoc  rnv 
fiifrcpa  aov  *. 
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OEI0IN   OF  THE 


Matth.  xix.  13—30. 


29.  AjCMWC  Sc  O  VHLW0KOQ 

rovXvyov,  omiXfo  Xtflrtptvoc* 
qp  yap  tyjav  KTtipara  iroXXa. 


Mark  x.  13 — 21. 

« 

20.   'O  Sf  avo*pi6usf  «- 
ww  ovr{j/&$a0xaXc, 
ravra  ravra  f^vXai^afliiv  ck 
vcorifroc  /aov. 

2 1  •  *0  Se  Iiprsc  cpCXc^vc 
avry  qyairiprcv  avrov,  rcu  «t- 
wcv  avry ,  cv  <roc  urcpci*  wrayf, 
o*a  c^«c  iroX*aov,  ecu  8oc 
roic  TCrtr^HQ,  rtai  c£ci£  Sir 
aavpov  ^cv  ovpavy"  cac  Sfvpo 

axoXev&i  pot,  aoac  rav  ww 

b 
pov   . 

22.  O  St  royvarac  *« 
ry  Xoyy  atrqXOt  Xtnrovpcvoc' 
ifv  yap  cx«v  *nyi<ira  iroXXc. 

23.  Kac    ircptCXc^ajtfvoc 

o  Iif<rovc»  Xcyfi  rote  f*a6Vaic 
avrov* 

iroc  8vaicoX«c  c  ©J  ra  XJ")/1*" 
ra  t)(ovrtc  «C  T*f  v  /3a<rcXfiav 
rov  Ocov  cunXcvaovrat ; 


THREE   FIRST  GOSPELS. 
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Luke  xviii.  15—30. 

Sl.'O  Ssstire 

rawra  wavra  c^vXaSa/tifv  €/c 
vt orifroc  p8 

22.    Ajtsaac   &    ravra 

avry,  cri  ev  <ro*  Astirst*  iravra 
ooa  i\€cc  wwXijow,  jcac  Staooc 
vrtt»^otc9  icai  c&ic  Sifffavpov 
cv  spavcu*  icac  Scvpo  ukoXsOu 


r 
O 


ccircv 


24.  IcW  &  aurov  o  I1709C 
vfptAvirov  -yevo/tuvov,  smte* 

ir«c  ©WicoAwc  oc  ra  ^(pij/uara 
c^ovrcc  eunkcvtrovrai  tic  tuv 
/SaatXstav  rs  Gts. 


REMARKS. 


k  a^<k  ro»  fctvpf,  which  is  here 
added  in  St.  Mark's  text,  is  not 
found  in  the  three  perhaps  most 
ancient  MSS.  now  existing,  viz* 
B.  C.  D. 

'  °  The  adverb  oW**** ;  used 
here  both  by  St.  Mark  and  St* 
Luke  (and  also  by  St.  Matthew, 
ver.  23.)  occurs  no  where  else, 
either  in  the  N.  T.  or  in  the 
LXX.  or  in  the  Greek  Apocry- 
pha. Nor  is  the  adjective  oWkoAo* 
ever  used  in  the  N.  T.  except  in 
the  verse,  which  immediately 
follows  in  St*  Mark's  Gospel, 
where  he  has  wut  &wxofot ,  an 
expression,  which  was  undoubt- 
edly occasioned  by  the  use  of 
w(  h>ffxo\$K  in  the  present  fn. 
stance.  Is  it  probable  then  that 
two  (in  fact  three,  for  the  same 
word  is  here  used  also  in  §t* 
Matthew's  Gos{>el),  independent 
translators  should  agree  in  the 
same  place,  in  rendering  the  same 
Hebrew  or  ChaWee  word  by  the 
▼ery  same  Greek  word,  when  neither  they  themselves,  nor  any 
other  of  the  writers  of  the  N.  T.  have  ever  used  that  Greek  word 
on  any  other  occasion  ?  Nor  does  either  oWxoXo*  or  oWxoX»c  occur1 
any  where  in*  the  versions  of  Aquila,  Symmachus  or  Theodotion. 
It  is  true  that  the  adjective  oW«o*ot  is  once,  but  once  only,  used 
in  the  LXX.  viz.  Jer.  xllx.  8.  (xxix.  2.  according  to  the  Greek 
arrangement) ;  but  it  is  there  used  in  a  very  different  sense*  the 
neat*  pi.  Jfe?«oXa  being  the  transaction  of  th  *  calami tas/  wherea* 
our  Evangelists  have  used  it  as  equivalent  to  xoAfvwf.  Further, 
though  the  classic  writers  sometimes  use  &/*xotof,  (though  it  pro- 
perly signifies  difficilis  in  sumendo  cibo,  from  fo<  and.  xo*»  cibus) 
as  synonymous  to  goAt*-*; ,  as  in  the  proverb  haxoXa  r*  xo*a,  yet 
the  adverb  difficulter  is  usually  expressed,  not  by  Jb*«oA*f ,  (which 
in  the  classic  authors  signifies  *  morose*)  but  either  by  goton*  or 
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ORIGIN   OF   TBS 


MatthtXUb  13—30. 


25*  Axmravrts  &  ol  /uo- 
Bnrat  avTBf  *&irXi|<x<rovro 
b^oSpa  Xtyovr^'  Ttgapa  Sv- 
varat  <r*»  Oqwu ; 

26.  Ep€Xc^a£  8e  o  Ii?<r*C 
curcv  avrocc*  irapa  avOpwirotg 
r«roaSvvarbv  tvC 

irapa  Ss  Oiy  iravra 
Swara  §«  *• 

27»  Tore  airoicpiOac  o  IIc- 
rpoc  «tt£v  aurif)0  i$»  nfiac 
«^t}jc«/icv  iravra,  km  qicac*- 

» 

29*    Ha?    °Ch    «^1|IC£V    01- 

iciac,  n  aSfX^ac,  n  a$cXfac> 
i|  7raripa,  i|  /tup-spa,  if  yw- 
naMta,  n  TZKva,  r\  aypec  cvcicev 
re  ovo/iaroc  /*»* 

6rarovrairXaatova  Xif^erar, 
jc.  r.  X. 


SO.  TIoXXoc  Se  «<rovrai 
irpwrot,  ta^arot*  koi  ea^arat* 
irp*>roiu 


Mark  x.  13— 3  K 

25.  Eu#co«*rip©*  €T1  CO- 
uifXov  &a  mc  rpvfiaXcac  tik 
p«4*8oC  SuX0fcv  d,  if  tXww 
etc  ri|v  j3ao,cXcuiv  row  6w» 
tureXticai. 

26.  01  &  impcaawc  «&* 
yXyreowro  Xf  yovrfc  irpoc  «w 
rsc*  «mw  nc  Sttwarat  <rttf0qv«; 

27.  EppXc^ac  %  am* 
o  lifers?,  Xiyci*  irapa  av0p»- 
irotc  aSwarov,  aXX  8  irapa 
ry  Gey*  iravra  yap  £wara 
est  iropa  ry  Gap. 

28.  Kat  i?p£aro  o  Ilcrpoc 
Xcyav  avry*  i£s  ifftfcc  «TV«- 
/uev  iravra,  xai  nto^efh**!** 
croc. 

29*  A^v,  X« yw  upuv»  sSfic 
e«rii»  og  a^ccv  oueiav,  if  aSfX- 
<p8£f  if  aSeX^ac9  1  wanpt, 
if  aip-epa,  i|  ywaaca,  if  racva, 
if  aypsg,  evciccv  efts  cai1  rov 
cvayyeXt*, 

30.  Eav  u*Xa6y  fkaror- 
rairXaatova,  wv  cv  ry  Jtacp? 
r«ry, 

jcat  tv  ry  aitm  ry  tfyopewf 
£aniv  attMHOV. 

91.    IIoXXoc     &    caovrai 

irpwot,     sax*704" 
€0)ga*Qi  irp*nratm« 


JCOi 
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Luke  xviii.  15 — 30. 

25.  Evjeoiritfrepov  'yap  m 
icoftifXoy  Sta  rpvfiaAurc  (><*- 
^cSoc  e  ««X0«v,  i|  irXscrtoveic 
ri|v  |3a<rcXetav  rs  Ocs  curcX- 

26. 
IMH  rtf  S»v#ra»  #(«4hyv<U  ; 


REMARKS. 


dGriestach  prefers   fi<nX0uv, 
but  has  not  taken  it  into  his  text. 


'Griesbach   prefers    0iAmk9 
bBfcha*nettaka»itiate"       ' 

f  —Am.  6, 


in 


.  G. 


29.  A/L07V,  Xryy  v/uv  ore 
sSct?  wiv,  oc  o^ijkcv  ouctav, 
ic.r.  X. 


SO.  Oc  ov  pq  arroXaSp 
woXXawXaotova,  ev  rtp  Kaiptf 
rsrtfif 


cat  cv  rtf  auavi  rip  tavofuvw 
Zwqv  auoviov. 


1  +  taw.  6. 


k  Here  is  an  insertion  in  St. 
Mark's  text  not  contained  either 
in  St.  Matthew's  or  in  St. 
Luke's. 

1  —  01.    Gm 

» If  we  except  those  passages 
of  this  section,  which  St.  Mark 
himself  has  added,  he  agrees 
almost  throughout,  partly  with 
St.  Matthew,  and  partly  with  St. 
Luke,  but  chiefly  with  die  latter. 


R2 
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SECTION  XXVII. 

ist  foretels  his  death. 


Matth.  xx.  17—19. 

18,  19.  IS*  avaSotvo/wv 
tec  ItpwroXvfta,  jcai  o  vioq  tb 
avOpww*  irapaSofrytrcrai  roic 
apyuptvvt  *at  ypa/ufiartvot* 
jcai  jcaraicpivovaiv  avrov  Sa- 
lary* Koi  irapaSvatatv  avrov 
rote  Anal. 


Mark  x.  38—34- 

S3.  I8©v  ava&uvo/uev  etc 
IepoaoAv/ia,  gat  o  vcoc  row 
avdpwrov  irapa$o©n<rrrai  roic 
ap^apnun  jcai  rote  ypafipti" 
revere*  icai  fcaraJcptvseYV  avrov 
9avary°  jcai  irapaSwamwiv 
avrov  rote  c9vc<n* 


THREE  FIRST  GOSPELS. 


845 


SECTION  XXVII. 

Christ  foretels  his  death. 


Luke  xviii.  32—34. 


REMARKS. 


S4G 
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SECTION  XXX. 

Expulsion  of  the  buyers  end  sellers  from  the  temple. 


Matth.  x*i.  14,  13. 

i 

12.  Kai  curtyXOcv  o  Iifosc 
«C  ro  Upov  rs  0e«,  icat  e£e- 
CaXc  iravrac  rs?  ireoXsvrac, 
*at  ayopa£ovrac  cv  ry  icpy, 
icat  rac  rpairc£ac  rwv  koXXw- 
&?a»v  jcarc?pc^c,  cat  rac  ica- 
OeSpac  rwv  ttcuXsvtwv  rac  *"*- 
ptTCpac* 


13.  Kai  Xcyct  avrotc*  yz* 
ypawrai,  o  oucog  fiov  oucoc 
TTpwrtvyriQ  icXifOifcrErat' 

v[au£  &  avrov  cirociiaarc  o^- 
Aatoy  Xproy, 


Mark  xi.  15—17. 

15.  Kac  fcacXfluv  o  Iipsc* 
«C  ro  upov"  i|p£aro  ckSoXXciv 
t«c  irwXsvrac  *ai  ayopa£ov- 
rac  €v  ry  upy,  icac  rac  rpa- 
irc£ac  rwv  jcoXXv&tov, 

icat  rac  JtaOfSpac 
toiv  irwXsvrwv  rac  irepwtpac 
jcarecp^c  b. 

16.  A  passage  added  by 
St.  Mark,  and  contained 
neither  in  St  Matthew's 
nor  St  Luke's  Gospel 

17*  Kac  fStSaare  Xryw 
avrocc*  ov  ycypavrac,  an  o 
oacoc  /uov  oucoc  rpoowjprc 
icXi|9i|acrai  iraoi  rocc  eflvanv e  { 
v/Mic  &  ciroii|<rare  avrov  wr 
Xaiov  Xpvwv. 


THREE   FIRST  GOSPELS. 
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SECTION  XXX. 


Expulsion  of  the  buyers  and  sellers  from  the  temple. 


Luke  xix.  45,  46. 

45.  Kcu  tunXOwv  «c  to 
upov  iip£aro  ejcSoXXhv  rove 
WfciXsvrac  cv  avry,  icat  oyo- 


46.  Aiywv  avrotf, 

y€ypa«r«if  o  oucoc  fit  oucoc 

v/iac  8«  avrov  cwoiwrars  <nri|- 
Aatov  Xycwy, 


REMARKS, 
•  —  I«*t)(.  G. 


b  In  the  farmer  part  of  this 
verse  St  Mark's  text  is  that  tf 
St  Luke:  in  the  latter  part  it  is 
that  of  St.  Matthew. 


•  In  this  quotation  from  Isat. 
lvi.  7.  St.  Matthew  and  St 
Mark  have  the  words  of  the 
LXX.  with  this  difference  only/ 
that  in  St.  Matthew's  text  toK 
•Omm  h  otnhted.  In  St  Luke's 
text  nXn^nrtu  is  exchanged  far 


\ 
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SECTION  XXXL 


Christ  called  to  account  by  the  chief  priests  and  elders, 
for  teaching  publickly  in  the  temple.  He  answers 
them,  and  then  delivers  a  parable. 


Matth,  xxi.  23—27. 

S3— 46. 

m 

23*  Ev  iroia  §£«cxia  ravra 
jrocccc ;  jCcu  tic  <roi  coWc  rnv 
fZsmav  ravryv ; 

24.  AiroicpiOac  &  o  It?asc> 
urrtv  avrocc*  cpwriyaw  .  v/iac 
xaya>  Xoyov  cva,  ov  cav  ccrprc 
/ibe,  ica y  w  v/ucv  epw  cv  iroca 
l^Birif  raura  iroca). 

25.  To  j3airrt<rpa  Iwaws 
froOcv  ijv  ;  c£  »oav«,  ij  c£  av- 
Optoirtov  ( 

Oi  $c  $ccXoyc£ovro  trap'  iav- 
Tote,  Xcyovrcc,  cav  ccirw/ucv, 
t $  spavs,  epet  tyuv*  Scan  ovv 
OVJC  €9rc?€v<raTC  awry ; 

26.  Eav  $c  mtwuzv,  c£  ov 
Sjpwaiv,  <fK&8fjLi9a  tov  oj^Xov- 

Travrec  yap  flC8**  rov  Jwai/imv 
*>C  irpo^nrqv* 

27.  Kai  a*rojcpi0cvrc£  ry 
Ityra,  ccirov,  sjc  oioapcv* 
Ityt?   avrocc  *a*   avroc"  ovSc 
tyw  Xcyw  v/utv  ev  iroiif  c£«?ca 
favra  tto/w. 


Mark  xL  27.— xii.  12. 


28*  Ev  iroea  c&Mrca  ravra 
irocccc  J  km  t«c  aoe  rifv  t£ov- 
otav  ravrifv  cSwiecv,  Ivo  ravra 

iroiyc  ? 

29*  "O  &  lif<r«c  airoicpcfliic, 
uircv  avrocc'  empwrtiaw  vuag 
icayai  cva  Xoyov,  #eai  axocpt- 
Sifrc  /tioe,  koi  cpw  v/ucv  cv 
9roca  c&ma  ravra  iron*. 

30.    To  (iawriofia  Iwaws 
c£  «pav»  w,  n  f  5 
av0pwirci>v ;  airoicpiOifrc  poc. 

3 1  •  Kai  cXoyt£ovro  *  rpoc 
c avr«c»  Xcyovrcc*  cav  curo/icv, 
c£  «pavs,  cpa*  Scare  av  «jc 
ciriccvtfarc  avry  J 

32.  AXX'  cav  uvwfuv,  t£ 
avOptowwv,  c^o&vrorov  Xaov* 
agravrcc  yap  cc^ov  rov  I«- 
awnv,  ore  ovrwc  Tpo^i|ri|C  **• 

33.  Kac  an-ojcpc&vrcc  Xc- 
ys<rt  ry  Iij<rs,  sic  ocSaptv'  jccu 
o  Iifffsc  airojcptOuc  Xcya  «v 
rotc*  «&  cyar  Xcyw  v/uv  cv 
wota  c£<Kria  ravra"  roup. 
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SECTION  XXXI. 


Christ  called  to  account  by  the  chief  priests  and  elders, 
for  teaching  publickly  in  the  temple.  He  answers 
them,  and  then  delivers  a  parable.  v 


Luke  xx.  1—19- 

2.    Ev  rouf  s£«<rif  tovto 

9TOI€CC  7 


4.   To  (5aiTTi<jfjLa  Iokiwov 

uvOpmrdw ; 
5. 

c£  ovpavov,  cpct*  Sum  ow  ovk 
cviTfvaarc  avry  ; 

6.  Eav  &  curai/Kv  e£  ov- 
Sjpwirwv. 


•   8.  ov&  cy«tf 

Acyw    ifjuv   tv  woif  s£ov<rtf 
ravra  iton*. 


REMARKS. 


»AMtoy»$m,  B.CD&L.M. 
aL  43. 


850 

Matttuxxi.  83—27. 

33—46. 


OftteiY  OP  THE 

Mark  xi.  87:— xiL  12. 


42.  OvoWors  avzyvwrt  ev 
race  ypa^aic  ;  At9ov  ov  airs- 
Sojauatrav  oi  oucoSouovvrcc, 
ovroc  cycwifOif   «C   KEf aXqv 

44.  Kat  o  wutw  «r*  rov 
Xi0ov  Tffrov  owflXaoiVrfrai' 
i^  ov  tfav  ir€opy  Xutfiifasc 
avrov. 


Xli.  9«  Ti  ow  irounm  o 

Jtupcoc  r*  afiirtkwvos ;  eXcimh- 

rac  jtac  airoXccrcc  r«c  -yewp-ysc, 

jcai  SttMret  rov  auirsXwva 

aXXoic* 

10.  Ov&  rifv  ypa^ijv  r atr- 
r^v  avfyvttrc;  Ai0ov  ov  aire- 
Soiciuaaav  oc  oucooo/i9vrcc> 
ovroc  e«ycwi|0i|  «C  icc^aXvjr 
yuvMC* 

To  this  verse  there  w 
nothing  which  corresponds 
in  St  Mark's  Gospel. 
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Luke  xx.  1—19. 


15,     l6.     Tl     OVV     WOC1}0Ef 

avroic  o  gvpieg  rs  qpreX  wvot ; 
cXcwrcrai  icat  awoXcfft*  rovg 
•ycwpysc  tstsc,  <cac  Sftxm  rov 
apwfXwa  aXXoig* 

17*  Ai0ov  iv  oirvSoci/ia- 
<rav  oc  opeo$qpsvrec,  ovroc 
€^cw90i|.  «C  itf^aXijv  yun/iag. 

18.  Ilac  o  ircowv  €ir'  cjccc- 
vov  rov  Xt0ov  <rvv6\a<j(hi<XG- 
raC  £^  ov  o*av  warn  Xt£ppm 
avroy. 


REMARKS. 


*  This  quotation  from  Psalm 
cxviii.  23.  literally  agrees  with 
the  LXX.  and  therefore  the 
agreement  of  the  Evangelists 
with  each  other  in  this  Terse 
proves  nothing  in  nsgard  Id  jov 
present  inquiry* 

*  Here  St.  Matthew  and  St. 
Luke  agree  in  the  use  of  die  two 
verbs  avpfaav  and  kittfutv,  which 
they  have  never  used  on  any 
other  occasion,  and  which  occur 
in  no  other  passage  throughout 
the  whole  New  Testament. 
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OEIOIN   OF  THE 


SECTION  XXXIII. 

Christ's  discourse  with  the  Pharisees,  relative  to  the 
Messiah's  being  called  Lord  by  David. 


Matth.  xxii.  41—46. 

44*  Euro  o  joipioc  r<(  kv- 

DUp  ftOV  JCO0OV  vc  8e£uuv  pov, 
C*»C  <1V  fy?  V8C  VjfOpSfOB  V7TO- 


rodkO 


V  TWV 


iro£*> 


v  <rov 


Mark  xii.  35—37. 


o 


36.    ElJTfV"    O    JCVpiOC    T<? 

jcvpcy  n«"  *ca08  CK  &£cwv  fl9, 
co>C  ov  9y  rsc  «X^p«C  <w  wo- 
tto&ov  rwv  ro&rv  as. 


SECTION  XXXIV. 


The  Pharisees  censured  by  Christ 


Matth.  xxiiL  1,  &c 

>  In  St  Matthew's  Gos- 
pel the  matter  is  very 
much  dilated  in  this  sec- 
tion, and  therefore  he 
agrees  with  St  Mark  and 
St  Luke  in  only  a  part  of 
ver.  64  and  a  part  of  ver.  7. 


Mark  xii.  38—40. 

38,  39-  BXcum  airo  rmv 
ypafipartw,  rwv  StAovrov  cv 
toAoi?  irtpurarciv,  icai 
towafffAovg  6v  rate  ayopaic* 
jcai  TrpwrojraOcSptac  cv  rate 
(Fvvaytoyaig,  km  wpwroKXiatr 
ac  «v  rocc  &iirvoic. 

40.  01  jcarfa&ovrtc  roc 
otJttac  r«v  ^pi*v,  koi  irpo- 
^aaci  fiakpa  wpanvyofuvoi' 
ovroi  Xi^ovrac  irepuraorfpoi' 
icptpa. 
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SECTION  XXXIIL 

Christ's  discourse  with  the  Pharisees,  relative  to  the 
Messiah's  being  called  Lord  by  David. 


Luke  xx.  41 — 44. 

42,  43.  Ecircv  o  jcuptoc  fy 

KVpiy  JJL8*    KaBs    €JC   &£c<t)V  118, 

woStov  rwv  roSwv  aov. 


REMARKS. 


»  Aiyw.  G# 


b  This  quotation  from  Psalm 
k.  1.  likewise  agrees  literally 


ex 

with  the  LXX. 


section  xxxnr. 

The  Pharisees  censured  by  Christ 


Luke  xx.  45—47. 

46.  Ilpoaf^cre  piro  rcuv 
ypofiiiaTBwv,  runt  OtXovrwv 
wtpiwaruv  cv  toXcuc,  *«u 
fcXavrav  cunrcurpovc  cv  race 
ayopacc,  #ccu  irpairojcaOcSptac 
cv  race  <rway<oyai^,  cat  rpa>- 
roxXunac  cv  rocc  S&irvotc* 

47*    01    xarc<r04ov<ri    rag 

oaciac  rwv  X*P6'V*  fCai  ""P0" 
fara  fuucpa  wpoorcv^ovroc* 
ovrot  Xffi^ovrat  wepuraorcpov 
gpi/ia. 


REMARKS. 
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ORIGIN    OF   THE. 


SECTION  XXXV. 

Christ  foretels  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem^ 


Matth.  xxiv.  1 — 36. 

4*  BXeirerr  pn  ric  vuac 
w\avri<rg. 

5.  E[oXXoi  yap  eXevtfovrai 
mn  ry  o»oyum  pm,  Iktjwnq, 
eyw  a/ttc  o  Xpt*oc~*a*  woXXsc 
irXavi|<T8<Ti. 

6.  MfXXij<xtre    Si    aiesetv 

opare  fii|  dpocurOe*  oa  yap 
iravra  yeveafar  aXX'  bvw  ccri 
ro  reXoc- 

7*  Eyepflnairai  yaf  tOvog 
tvi  eOvoc,  kcu  €a?iXeta  eiri 
SafftXetai',  *at  eaovrai  \ipoi, 
Kai  Xot/uoi :*,  jau  truer fiot  Kara 
roirsg. 


9.    Kai    cacffOc    pwsfuvoi 
b  e6Wv  Si 


Mark  xiii.  1—36. 

5*   BXeirer*  /on  rcc  ^f**c 

rXavi?<rp. 

6.  IloXXoryttgrrXfOfftnrrai 
cut  ry  ovojuari  a*,  Xeywrec, 
on  eyw  eipif  Kai  waXX$c 
irXayifffsoirp. 

7*    Orov  8e  a#cfc(Tip-£  iroXe- 

/ui?  Spoeurfle*  Set  yap 
yeveaOac*  aXX  wrw  ro  reXoc. 


v«ro    iravrwv 


rvwv  oia  ro 


ovopa  fi8. 

13.  'O   &   vwopuvac   etc 
reXoc,  o.vroc  tfwoVfaerat. 

15,    16.  'OtOV  9V  lSl|T6  TO 

/38cXvy/ua  r»?c  epifftwaewc,  ro 
pqOev  Sta  AavmX  rs  wpoftrrs, 
ewe  ev  Toiry  ayty*  o  ava- 
ytvaxxjcaiv  voetrw  tot£  ol  ev  rp 
IsSaia  ^evyeraMra*  eiri  ra 
opii. 


8.  Eyepfltffferat  yap  cdvoc 
eiri  c0voc,  *cat  /3aaiXcta  ere 
/3a<rtXetav,  icai  coovrac 

tfuopoeicara 
roirsc,  *at  eaovrat  Xipot  cat 
rapa^at. 

1 7.  Kai  wtoW  fuurs^MMi 
viro  iravrov  8u*  ro  crvopa  ^ 


#-  Si  viroperrat  ere  TtXoc, 

14.    'Otot   &  «8*r«  ro 

jS&Xtfypcr  nrc  epit/t«rtxe«f ,  ro 
fft/Wtv  wro  ljovuia  T9  irpo^Kf* 
rr%  ff^c  0»*  «  8k*'  a  avayr 
im>rjeftnr  roerrar"  tot*  ot  cvry 
IoSata  ^cvyer«Krav  etc  rtropr- 
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SECTION  XXXV. 

Christ  foretels  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem. 

» 

Lake  xxL  5 — 36.  remark*. 


9-  'Orav  it  cuca(rrrrt  iroXc- 
ftovs,  #c.  r .  X. 


10*  EyEp9i|<rcrai  cOvoc  ciri 
fftvocj  *«*  j3a(TiXcta  ctti  /3a- 
viXuav. 

11.  Scta/ioi  re  peyaXoc 
Kara  roirovc,  icac  Xi/uoi  jccu 
Xcm/mh  coovrac. 

1 7*  Kai  cootO*  [lurtfitvoi 
vwo  wavrtav  &a  ro  ovo/uz  pa. 


SI.  rore  at  «v  rp 

IsSaif  ^evyrrwxav  «c  ra  o(nr* 


•  The  paronomasia  *q»t  «** 
tap*  is  also  in  St.  Luke's  text 


b  +  run  G. 


c  —    TO     {|6|*    VTft     Aori«X 
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ORIGIN  OF   THE 


Matt  xxiv.  1 — 36. 

17*  O  fin  T8  Swparoe  fiif 
jcara&uvcrctf, 

a pot  ri  ac  njc 
oaccae  awrs. 

18.  Kat  o  cv  ry  aypy, 
^i|  circTpt^ara*  owhxw,  a pat 
ro  cfiaruc*  avrs. 

19*  Ovot  Sc  rate  cv  yacpc 
f^sacuc,  Jcac  race  difXa^soraic 
cv  acccvace  race  v/upai^. 

20.  Ilpoacv^ca0e  Sc  ivo  fiij 
ycvijrat  if  ^vyn  vfcwv  X61^" 
voCj  f"|Sc  cv  <ra©6ary' 

21.  Era  yap  rorc 
dXc^cc  ficyaXii,  oca  0  yi  yovcv 

air'  ap^iic  icoafis, 
io)c  re  vw,  sS' 
•  /bti|  yevnrac. 

22.  Kac  ci  fiit  ucoXoSw 
&|crav°  ai  tytcpac  ciciivac,  sic 
av  ccw&i,  iratra  <rap$*  Sea  8e 
T8Q  cicXcicrse  icoXo€«0i|<rovrac 
ai  jfucpac  cravat.    * 

23.  Tore  cav  rce  vfeev  ccwy • 
cSs  iSc  o  Xptroc,  i|  wSc,  fii| 
iriTCUcnirc. 

24.  Eycp0?|aovrac  yap  yptv- 
SoypcTOtj  icai  t/*vSoirpo^irrai, 
icac  Swowc  oiifccca  ficyaXa 
icac  rcpara,  w?c  *rXavi|<raCj  cc 
Swarov,  jcac  rse  cjcXcicrse* 


25.  ISs,  irpoccpifica  vficv. 


Mark  xiiL  1—36. 

15.  'O  Sc  circ  r#  Swfcoroc 
fill  icaraCaro  etc  rifv  ouciav, 
fii|Sc  uatXOtru,  apac  re  cjc  rjc 
ociccae  avrs. 

1 6.  Kac  o  ccg  rov  aypov  w 
fii|  circcpe^ara  ccc  ra  oirunt, 
apac  to  cfcarcov  avrs. 

1 7*  Ovac  Sc  race  cv  yaepc 
c^aracc,  icac  race  3>|Xa£saoic 
cv  cjcccvacc  race  ifecpace- 

1 8.  Hpo&tvyuidt  Sc  cva  un 
yevi|rac  t?  ^vyq  vfwv  \ufut' 
voc. 

19*  Etrovrac  yap  ai  ffcfpai 
cicccvac  dXc^ce*  oca  s  ycyovt 
rocavrii  air  ap^iie  icrurcwe  ifC 
crrurcv  o  Ocoe,  ewe  rs  vw,  cat 
8  fin  ytvnrai. 

20.  Kac  cc  fit|  jcvpcoe  ceo- 
Xo&ftNrc4  ra^  ri/upag,  sic  av 
t<jQ>(hi  irasra  ?ap£*  aXXa  Sea 
rse  cicXacrse,  ovg  c£cXc£aro, 
tKoXofiwat  T8£  nfecpae. 

2 1  •  Kac  rorc  cav  rce  ifuv 
airy '  iSs  uSc  o  Xpc?oe>  V  A 
ckcc,  fci|  ire?* vtnirc f. 

22.  Eycp0if<rovrac  yap^eu- 
So^pc^oi,  icai  t^cvSovpo^irrai, 
icac  Swrsffc  atytcca, 

Kat'  rcpara,  irpoe  ro  airovXa- 
vav,  cc  Svvarov,  icac  T8Q  cjcXcx- 
rse. 

23.  "Yfccie  Sc  |3Xcircrc- 
ISs,  irpoccpifica  ifiiv  ravra. 
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*  • 


Lbkc  xxi.  5 — 36. 


23.  Ovai  Sc  race  iv  yasyc 
tysoais,  Kat  race  SilXa&Mrace 
cv  iicecvacc  race  yptpaiQ. 


To  this  passage  there 
Hs  nothing  which  corres- 
ponds in  St.  Luke's  text. 


J 


REM  A  RKS. 


dro    •/aatio»   is  preferred  by 
Griesbach. 


e  Neither  St.  Matthew  nor 
St.  Mark  have  used  xotoCo*  in 
any  other  instance  than  the  pre- 
sent :  nor  does  it  occur  in  any 
other  place  throughout  the  whole 
New  Testament.  It  is  used  once, 
and  once  only,  in  the  LXX.  vis* 
2  Sam.  iv.  12,  where  it  is  the 
translation  of  fyp.  Now  rrp 
occurs  in  sixteen  places  in  the 
Old  Testament,  and  in  these 
sixteen  places  is  rendered  in  the 
LXX.  by  nine  different  Greek 
words,  and  only  in  the  instance 
just  mentioned  by  ko*o€o*.  Is 
it  probable  then,  if  the  texts  of 
St.  Matthew  and  St  Mark  con- 
tained  two  independent  Greek 
translations,  that  the  same  He- 
brew word  would  have  been  ren- 
dered in  both  by  xoXoCo*. 

'  «ir">m.  G. 

•  To  ver.  56—28.   there  is 
nothing,  which   corresponds  i 
St.  Mark's  text. 
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ORIGIN  OF  THE 


Matth*  xxiv.  1—36. 

29.  Ev6W  8e  fiera   rifv 

dXf^CV  TWV  TifXtfHdV  UCUWV,  O 

tjXioc  axortaflijafrai,  icot  i| 
mXifvit  ov  oWfi  to  ^eyyoc 
avntc*  koi  o*  a«pec  vtanvrai 
awo  rov  ovpavov,  icai  ai  ovva- 
pctC  r«*v  spavwv  ffaXtvOiKfov- 
rac. 


Mark  xiii.  1 — 36*      | 

24,  25.  AXX'  cv  fxavotc 

€ICC4V1|V  O  1)XlOC  aJCOTIOTIffffTOI, 

jcai  n  ff€Xirvii  s  oWa  to  f*y- 

yoc  avriic*  *<**  °*  «**P*C  f8| 
ovpavov  eaovrat  «/cirtirrovTtc, 
jeat   at    Svvapac  a!   cv  toic 
ovpavotc  ffaXcvfttowrac. 


30.  Kai  o^ovrai  rov  viov 

T8  aV0pfcMT8  Cp^OfUVOV  €1Tl  TWV 

vc^eXuv  rov  ovpavov,  | 

fura    Svvaptwc     Kai    oo£i)c 

iroXXnc* 

31.  Kai  airo?cXtt  rove 
ayycXsc  avrs,  fura  aaXTriy- 
yoc  f*>vnc  fwyaXtjc*  *«*  «**" 
tfvva&wt  r«c  ctfXeicrsc  avrs  c«c 
rwvj  reotfapew  avcuaw,  aw 
ajcpaiv  ffpavwvj  f  a»v  aicpwv  av- 

TO>V. 

32.  Awo  Sc  rijc  *vmic  f*a- 
3*r«  rtjv  «-ap«SoXi|v'  orav 
ytiil  o  jcXaSo?  avnic  y«vifrai 
airaXoc*  *ai  to  ^vXXa  «e- 
fvp  yiitoo-jccrc  on  «yy  vc  ro 
Sfepoc. 

33.  Ovrai  #cat  v/icic*  orav 
cStyrc  iravra  ravra,  yivwo'- 
icere  ore  eyyvc  wv  circ  9v- 

paic- 

34.  Afniv  Xtyw  v/tuv,  0  fiq 

WaptXOri    ri  ysvsa   avrif,  €a>c 
av  iravra  ravra  ywirai. 


26.  Kai  rore  o^ovrai  rw 
viov  rs  avOpuire  cp^o/ccvovcv 
vf^eXatc, 
fura   Swafua»c   iroAXtft  *w 
$o£if£. 

27*  Kac  rorc  aroreXa  r*c 
ayyeXovc  avrov, 

jcaim- 

avva$£t  rsc  acXacrsc  avrs  « 
rwv  rfovapwv  avcp«*v,  at 
aicps  ync  cue  aicpa  spavs. 

28.  Awo  $e  r?ic  ovmc  p«- 
dcrcrifv  irapa€oXi|v*  orav  aw- 
rqq  i}Si|  o  icXaSoc  airaXoc  71" 
vi|Tai,  jcac  €*fvp  ra  ^vXAa, 
yivaxricm  ore  eyyvc  ro  9^wc 
wiv. 

29.  Ovrai  jcac  v^iac»  ^^ 
ravra  iSifre  yivo/icva,  yiw**- 
icerf  ori  cyyvc  wcv  tin  S»* 

30.  AfMiv  Xryw  ifiiv,  a" 
0  /tii|  irapeXOy  i|  yfvfa  av^i 
fityjpiQ  oi  iravra  ravra  f 
vifrai. 


THRU  FIRST  OOSFBLS. 


1*9 


Luke  ixi  5-^36. 


Sfc 


m  yfcp  ovm** 
M«C  raw  ovpavaw  oaXffud***** 


REMARKS. 


rot, 


S7*  Kot  tot«  oxpovrai  rov 

MOV   T8   OV0^MT«y     Cp£OflfVOV 

f  v  rtfcXp, 

jura    oWaft€*>c,    icat    oo£i/c 

iroXXifC. 


t  To  the  former  part  of  rer. 
90.  there  ii  likewise  nothing; 
which  corresponds  in  St.  Mark's 
text. 


SL  Ovrai  ic«i  vpttc,  orov 
soV<  t«vto  ytvoptva,  -yiva>*- 
sctrs  ort  tyyvc  «iv  n  /3ooiXs  ia 
rov  Ototf* 

32*  A/mtv  Xry*»  vpcv,  ore 
ov  fin  irapcXOp  n  yevsa  avnr, 
mc  av  wavra  ytv*rac. 

s2 
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ORIGIK  OF  THE 


Mattb.  xjtiv.  1—-36. 

35/0  ovpavoc  «cac  v  yi? 
irapcXcv<rovrac f,  o!  Se  Xoyoc 
fiov  ov  /L&tf  irapeXOcMri, 

36.    Ilepi  &    tijc   nf**p*G 
CKftvfiCj  *ai  nic *  wp**C  sSctg 
ocSev,  ovSc   ol   ayyeXoi  twv 
ovpavuv. 
f i  fill  o  irariip  /iov  !  (iovo$.     > 


Mark  xiiL  I — 361 

31*  'O  ovpavoc  *«u  *  yn 
irapeXcvaovrai  *,  ot  &  \oyoi 
pov  ov  ftif  irapcXowu. 

32.  IIcpc  &  riic  4f<cpac 
€JC€tv»)C)  *«ik  "IC  wpac  ow8«ic 
oi&v,  ovSr  oi  ayycXoi  oi  cv 
ovpaityj  ovSc  o  vioc> 
€(  fiii  o  irarijp. 


.       -     A 


»'     • 


■       t 

t 


.   i ».» 


THREE   FIWT  GOSPELS, 


SZ6j 


Luke  xxi.  5 — 36. 
33.  *0  spavoQ,  Kjat  n  yn 

wapiktvaovraty     oi  Sc  Xoyoi 
piov  civ  pa\  iropiAflawn. 


To  this  verse  there  is 
nothing,  which  corresponds 
in  St*  Luke's  text. 


*       • 


REMARKS. 


<* »   * 


h  MgiXiv?iTaiJ  G. 
>•  G. 


»     *  • 


«.  _G. 

— t*w.  G. 


m 


oaionr  of  thb 


section  xxxyn.  xxxvm.  xxxix. 

Judas  bribed.  Christ  eats  the  passover  with  bis  disci- 
ples. He  goes  to  the  mount  of  Olives :  where  he 
is  seized  by  a  guard  from  the  chief  priests. 


Matth.  xxvi.  14—29. 

$0— 46. 
47—58. 


20,  81.  O^iac  &  ycvofii- 
vijc  aveiCfiTO  /ura  rmv  SwSfica. 

jcat  eoOtovTwv  avrav,  aircv' 
oftifv  \vytt>  vfuv,  on  **c  f£ 
vfutv  TapacWei  fU 


Mark  xiv.  10—25. 
26— 4fl. 
43—54. 

14.  Ila  c?t  to  KaraXvfUL, 
oire  to  ircwr^a  /ucra  to*  fta- 
Sitrcav  /uov  f  ayu ; 

15.  Kat  auroc  vatr  &t£ct 
.avwyeov  *  p^/a,  «rp«/i€vov, 
leroifjLOV*  eject  troipaaarc  itfuv. 

16.  Kat  c£i|X0ov  ot  /ur* 
ftfrai  ovt8,  jcat  i|X0ov  «c  tv 
iroXtv,  jcat  cvpov  jcatfwc  aviv 
ovroic*     Jcac    jfrotpaaav     to 

17*  18.  Kat  o^iac  ytvofu- 

rat  avaxufmnav  avruv, 
jcat  taOiovTvv,  ftircv  o  I*tf»<" 
apifv  Xcyw  tr/Aty,  ore  «c  *S 
vtiwv  irapaoWa  f»Ms  o  cotfttrr 
/ucr'  utov. 


THREE   FIRST  GOSPELS, 


963 


SECTION  XXXVII.  xxxvni.  XXXIX. 

Judas  bribed.  Christ  eats  the  passover  with  bis  disci- 
ples. He  goes  to  the  mount  of  Olives ;  where  he  is 
seized  by  a  guard  from  the  chief  priests. 


Luke  xxii.  3—23. 
39—46. 
47—55. 

1  ]  •  II«  ict  ro  KaraXvfta 
on  ro  naffya  fura  ri*v  pa- 
5jfrw  /uov  fay ia ; 

1£.    KaKHvog  ifuv  £«£ft 
avwytw  b  fuya  ttpwptvov, 
arte  irotpmaart. 

1 3.  AireAOovrtg  $c 

evpov  jcuAm?  cipi|iccv 
avroic*  Ktu  irroifxacav  ro 
iraaya* 


REMARKS. 


b  Av«7om».  G.    Whatever  or- 
thography be  adopted  for  this 
word,  whether  we  write  atnytop, 
as  in  the  common  text,  or  a*m- 
ymot,  as  in  the  Codex  Vaticanus, 
or  etfayaiop,  as  in  most  other 
ancient  manuscripts,  neither  St. 
Mark  nor  St.  Luke  have  ever 
used,  it  on  any  other  occasion. 
Nor  does  it  occur  in  any  other 
instance,  either  in  the  N.  T.  or 
in  the  LXX.    It  denotes  *  con- 
clave superius/  and  is  equivalent 
to  the  Hebrew  word  nr?p  v  but 
this  Hebrew  word,  which  fre- 
quently occurs  in  the  Old  Testa- 
ment, is  invariably  rendered  in 
the  LXX.  by  £*!*»»,  and  St. 
Luke  himself  has  likewise  used 
vvirojr  several  times  in  the  Acta 
of  the  Apostles.     Is  it  probable 
then,    that,  if  the  texts  of  St. 
Mark  and  St.  Luke  contained 
two   independent    translations, 
the  same  Hebrew  word  (whether 
Tvbt  or  not)  should  have  been 
rendered  by  both  translators,  in 
the  very  same  place,  by  «wyt  o»  ? 


264 


Matth.  xxvi.  14—29. 

30—46. 
47—58. 


ORIGltf  OF.  THE    . 

Mark  x\v.  10—95. 
2&—4Z. 
43-^54. 


24.  ' O  fuv  mo?  T8  avdpwrs 
vwnyu,  KaQu>£  yeypaicrat  ircpt 
avrov*  ovat  8c.  rip  avdpoixy 
tKEivtf),  St  ov  o  vtoc  rs  avOpco- 
xov  trapaStSorai.  icaXov  i|v 
avr^i,   ci  ovk  tytvvriQij  oav- 

0p(i)7TOC  cicctvoc* 

2 6.  Ecr0tovr<uv  Se  avrwv, 
XaSciiv  o  Iiftrsc  rov  aprov,  /cae 
tvXoywrac  cjtXaoc,  /cae  cSt$ov 
ro/c  ua6t)Tai£,  icat  cure*  Xa- 
Em,    ^aytrc*    rovro    c?i    to 

27-  Kat  Xd&tiv  ro  irorty- 
ptoy,  /cai  fv^apCoTJaac  fScujav 
avrot?  Xcyaiv* 

irtcrc  c£  avrov  iravrcc. 

28-  TVro  yap  €?i  ro  ai/aa 
fit)  to  riyc  Katvijc  StafrfienCf  TO 

ITfpt  TT0XX«t>V  SJC^VVOpCVOV,  «C 

a^ccrcv  ajiaprtwv. 

29*  Acyw  St  v/uv,  ore  ov 
/19  una*  air  apri  «c  rovrov  rov 
ycwnfiaroc  rqc  aftjnXov,  ia»c 
rue  v^poC  tictivrjg,  vrav  avro 
irivwj  /itft  v/M(f)v  Kaiyov  ty  rp 
|3aaiXua  rov  irarpocfiov. 

SO.  Kou  vpLvrioavTtQ  c£qX«* 
*6W  «c  ro  opo^  twv  cXatwv. 


2  L  'O  /ucv  vioc  tb  avOpttw* 
vvaytt,  jca6V*c  ycypairrat  irepe 
avrov*  ovat  Sc  ry  avOpanry 
cjcctvy,  &  ov  o  vtogrsavOpw- 
irov  xapaStSarat.  jcaXov  ijv 
avrip,   ct  ovic  cycwifOif  o  av- 

0pa>xoc  ciccfvoc* 

22.  Kat  eaOiovrwv  avrtav, 
Xa£a»v  o  Iifffovc  aprov, 
f  vXoyqaac  acXaac,  cat  coWcv 
avrofc"  *cat  tin*  Xaficrc, 
^aycrcc*  rovro  .c?t  ro  aftyia 
aov, 

23*  Kac  AaEttv  ro  xonj- 
pcov  €v^api«Tf<rac  €&Wcv  • 
avroic' 
icat  eircov  c£  avrov  wnvrtQ. 

24.  Kat  enrev  avrocc* 

Tovro  wt  ro  atpa. 
fis  ro  riyc  icatviic  SiaOijJCirc,  ro 
wept  xoXXuv  CK^VVOUCVOV. 

25.  A/tijv  Xcyu  v/luv,  ort 
ovfeert  ov  pif  irec*  cjc  rov 
yewq/taroc  riyc  a/ixcXou,  e«c 
rvc  qucpac  cic«vi?c,  orav  avro 
7rivw  Katvov  cv  rp 
/3a<riXcta  rov  Ocov. 

26.  Kat  v/tvtfaavrcc  e£*X- 
3ov  cec  ro  opoc  twi>  tXatuv. 


THREE.  FIRST  GOSPELS. 
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Luke  xxii.    3—23. 

39-^6, 
47—55. 


19-  Kac 
Xa&uv  '    a  prop, 

ksv  avroi£. 


18.  Arya>  /yap  6/uv,    arc 
ov  /u?j  xuu.airorot; 
ytvvtifiaros  rye  a/iirf  Aou,  cw? 


orav 


n  /3aaAua  rov  Geou  tXflp. 


REMARKS* 


c  —  fayrrtm  G* 


t      .- 


.*> 


flSS 

Matttu  xxvi.  14—29. 

30—46. 
47-^58. 


ORIGIN   OF   THE 

Mark  xiv.   10—85. 

26—42. 
43—54. 


SI.  Tore  Xcya  avrocc  o 
Iifoovc*  wavrtg  vuccc  <ncav8a- 
ActffrVmjft*  cv  cuoc  cv  rp  vvicrc 
rovrp"  ytypavrai  yap*  ira- 
ra£«rf  rov  wotfitva,  jrac  Scaa- 
KopircouVfOtrac  ra  vpoCara  nic 
vocAvqc. 

32.  Mrra  $c  ro  cycptfifvac 
pc,  irpoa(*  v/iac  ccc  rifv  Ta- 
XcXacav. 

33.  Aroicpt$«c  Sc  o  Ilcrpoc 
crart*  avry*  cc  icac  iravrcc 
mravSaXcaOifoovraccv  ooc,  cyw 
ovcWorc  <ncav8aXc<y0ij<yo/iac. 

38.  Tort  Xcycc  avrocc'  irc- 
ptXtnroc  cotcv  i)  ^rv)£if  fcov  c<*c 
davarov*  accvarc  *»8c  icac  ypv 
yopccrc  fur  c/cov. 

40.  Kac  cp^crac  irpoc  rove 
jtaoVrac*  «ac  cvpcmcc  avrovc 
m0cv8ovrac*  icac  Xtyu  rtf 
Ilcrpy'  ovruc  oujc  tayyaart 
jeeav  wpav  ypif  yopifcrac  ucr' 
tftov*. 

41.  rpnyopeirf  rat  irpo<r- 
cv)£Cff0c >  c/ca  cci?  ccocXSifrc  ccc 
Ttipaa(»ovm  ro  acev  irveveca 
irpoOvuov,  if  &c  <rap£  aoOcvqc. 

45.  Kai  Xrycc  avrocc*  ica- 
9cv8crc  ro  Xourov,  irac  ava- 
vavcavV  c$ov  ifyyuccv  4  «p*» 
jcac  o  veoc  ra  avOpmws  iropa- 
ScSorac  acx«pac«AMiprwXbiv. 

46.  EyccpcaOc,  ayuffcv' 
*&>  ityyuccv  o  irapa&Svc  ftc. 


27*  Kai  Xryct  avrocc  o 
Iifcrovc*  ore  iravrcc  axavSa- 
Xur0if<r6<r0c  cv  cpoc  cv  rp  wm 
ravrp*  ore  -ycypawraf  wa- 
ra(«*  rov  iroeiccva,  jcai  &a*- 
JcoprcavVrcrac  rairpoCara*. 

28.  AXXa  /ecra  ro  vyip- 
Stfpai  fee,'  rpoa£«*  vjeac  uc 
riiv  TaXcXacav. 

29.  'O  &  ncrpoc 
c^if  avry,  icac  cc  **«vrcc 
oKav&cXcavSiffOvrac,  aXX  owe 

34.  Kac  Xcycc  avrocc*  ire- 
pcXviroc  cccv  ri  ipvyn  aov  c*»c 
Savors*  ecccvare  w&  icac  -ypr* 
yopccrc. 

37.  Kac  ep^crae, 

icac  cvpurccc  avrovc 
Jta0cv8ovrac*  Kai  Xcycc  ry 
Ilerpy*  £cfM*v,  icaffev&cc  ?  « 
ca^vcrac  /uav  wpav  ypjyop*- 
aae; 

38.  Tpiryopccrc  icac  rpo- 
atv^caOcj  cva  /iif  ceaeXoSrrc  cic 
recpao/cov*  ro  /xrv  irvcvpa 
vpofiv/cov,  t|  $e  <rap£  aaticvtc* 

41.  Kac  Xcycc  avrocc,  *a~ 
dcvScrc  ro  Xocvov,  icac  ava- 
ravco^c*  airc^cc^  i}X0cv  4  *^pa* 
c8»,  irapaScSorac  o  vcocrs  av- 

afcaprtiAftiv. 

42.  EyccpcoOc^  ay^icv* 
cSft9  o  irapaStSovc  fie  iry7«cc. 


THRBK    FIRST  GOSPELS. 
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Luke  xxii.    3—23. 

39—46. 
47—55. 


To  these  two  verses 
there  is  nothing  which 
corresponds  in  St.  Luke's 
text 


To  this  verse  there  is 
aothing  which  corresponds 
jo  St  Luke's  text 


To  this  passage  there 
►is  nothing  which  corres- 
ponds in  St  Luke's  text 


REMARKS. 


«  This  is  a.  quotation  from 
Zech.  xiii.  7*  where  the  words 
of  the  Hebrew  text  are,  np| 

IKvri  tnriBro  .runrrm 

'  percute  paatorem  et  dissipa- 
bitur  grex* :  to  which  the  text 
of  the  LXX.  according  to  the 
Codex   Alexandrinoa,    mmvm^9 

t«   mnCmr*  <mt   mpfi|<>  Com? 

gponds ;  but  the  Codex  Vatica- 
nus  baa  wrmfart  1*$  *o»/ur«Cf 
xm  iwrwaawti  r»  mCera*  St. 
Matthew  and  St.  Mark  agree  ia 
having  **to£*,  which  ia  different 
both  from  the  Hebrew,  and  the 
LXX,  even  according  to  the 
Codex  Alexandrinua. 


2f58> 


ORIGIN  OF  THE 


Matth.  xxvi,  14—29. 

30—46. 
47—58. 

47*  Km  cti  avrov 

XaXowro?,  «$ov  Isoac 

fiC  tu>v  $w$eica  ifXfo,  #cai  fur 

avrov  o^Xoc  woXvc  /«ra  /ia- 

ynfybw  jcac  %v\im>vs  awb  rtov 

ap*£Uptwv, 

km  irpftfGvrfpwv  rs.Xas. 
48.    O  Se  trapaSioov?  av- 
rov   tSwKtv    avroiq   <njfiuov> 


X* 


yciiv 


ov  av 


^iXi| 


(jw.   ovroc 


{?(*  jcparqaarc  avrov*    •. 
.    55*  Q$  «ri  Xfcirv 

e£f)X(fcr€  fiera  fiaynipuv  fcai 
£vX&>v  auXXa€ctv*  /u  Ka(T 
^pcpdv  irpoc  vjtag  c/cadc&yiqv 
Stoaateaw  tv  ry  tep<£V  icat  owe 
f  Jtpariprarc  fit. 


.  Mark  xiy.  10—25. 

26—42. 
43—54. 

43.   Koi  cv0hmCj   m  avrs 
XaXsvroc,  irapaytvcrai  IsSac 


f  CC  w  rwv 


\ 


oVuS< 


>€ica»   icat  acr 


avrov  o^Xoc  xoXvc  fiera  aa- 
Xaipwv  /cat  £vXa>v,  irapa  rwv 
opXupco»vf  *ai  r<uv  ypappa- 
Ttwv,  koi  rwv  xp&xSurcpw. 

44.  Ac&Wtt  &  o  rapa- 
otoov?  avrov  owffifylov  avrotc 
Xeywv-  ov  av  ^tXqcru,  avroc 
eti'  gparifaarc  avrov. 

48,  49*  Qc  €xt  Xprv,* 
c^ifXOcrc  fiira  fia^aipwv  koi 
£vXa>v  avXXa&tv  fum  Kaff 
rifupav  iififfv  irpoc  v)iac 
cv  r<£>  upy  SioWjcojv,  *cae  ovjc 
ficpariiaarc'/xE. 


. 


.  » 


THREE    FIRST    GOSPELS. 


£ft> 


Luke  xxii.  3—23. 
39—46. 
47—55. 


UEMARKS. 


c  Here  St.  Matthew  and  St. 
Mark  agree  in  the  use  of  the 
compound  verb  cytoapC**, 
though  it  never  occurs  In"  any 
other  part  of  their  Gospels,  and 
in  other  places  they  have  both 
of  them  used  the  simple  verb 
XapGaw  'in  the  sense  of, 'to 
seize,'  or  *  to  apprehend/  which 
wXXapCaMf  expresses  here.  /  For 
instance,  in  the  parable  of  the 

disobedienthufibandmen,St.Mat- 
thew  has  twice  used  A«pC«»i#  in 
this  sense,  ch.  xxi.  35,  39.  and 
in  this  parable  St.  Mark  has 
likewise  AapCat*  in  this  sense  in 
the  two  corresponding  places, 
ch.  xii.  S.  8.  Where  the  one 
therefore  expresses  the  notion  of 
4  to  seize*  by  AofiC«»«,  the  other 
does  the  same,  and  where  the 
one  expresses  this  notion  by 
ovAXapCanr,  the  other  does  like- 
wise the  same. 


tfo 


OBIGIN   OF  THB 


SECTION  XLI. 


The  Crucifixion. 


Matth.  xxvii.  20—66. 

S9t  40.  Ot  8e  irapairo- 
pivofuvoi  eCXao^tjpow  ourov, 
avowrcc  roc  JCt^aXac  avrwv, 
jrat  Xcyovrcc*  o  icaraXvaw  rov 
yaov,  #coi  tv  rptaiv  t)/u(hu£ 
oucooVtyitw,  <rw<yov  ?eavrov°  a 
woe  **  ▼•  &c*>  icaro&|9c  oto 
tow  travpov. 

41,  42.  #0^mm«#C  Si  icat  oi 
apX<qpttc  ffnrai£ovr«c 

ficro  r«v  ypa/u/iarccav 
icai  irpfarSurcpuv 
cXtyov*  aXX^c  ctfftwiv,  fgvrov 
ov  owartu  owrau 


Mark  xv.  1 1—47. 

2J),  SO.  Koi  oc  wapawo- 
ptvofuvoi  tfXaafqpsv  ovrov, 
KivsvTtQ  roc  ict^aXac  oir»V, 
icot  Xtyovrcc*  ««,  o  KarmXvw 
rov  vaov,  koi  tv  rpunv  riptpais 
oucooo/mjv,  atNfov  acavrov* 

#eai  JcaraSa  «*o 
rov  ?avpov. 

31,  32.  *0/mm«c  &  jc«c  oc 
ap\upuQ  tfiirai^ovric  «poc 
aXXifXagfifra  rwv  ypoftparew 

fXcyov*  aXXsc  ifftim,  trnvrov 
ov  owarat  owrac. 


THREE   FIB3T  C08PELS< 
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SECTION  XLI. 

The  Crucifixion. 


Luke  xxiii.  18 — 56. 

To   these    two  verses 

there    is   nothing,  which 

corresponds  in  St.  Luke's 
text 


REMARKS. 


1272 


ORIGIN    OP  THE 


SECTION  XUI. 


The  Resurrection. 


Matth.  xxviii. 

7*    Enrctre   roic  paOnrais 
avrov, 


Mark  xvi. 

7.    Enron   rote  fiaftjraic 


avrov, 


xpoaya   v/iac  etc  niv  FaXi- 
Xaiav*  occi  avrov  o^cafle. 


Trpoaya   vpac  «C  ri|v  TaXr 
Xatav'  cjch  avrov  orpeaBt. 


THREE   FIRST   GOSPELS. 
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SECTION  XLII. 


The  Resurrection. 


Luke  xxiv. 


To  this  passage  there  is 
nothing  which  corresponds 
in  St.  Luke's  text 


REMARKS. 


VOL.  III.  PART  II. 


SECOND  DIVISION. 

EXAMPLES  OF  VJHELBAX,  AGREEMENT  IN  THE 
SECTIONS  COMMON  ONLY  TO  ST.  MATTHEW 
AND  ST.  MARK*. 


SECTION  I. 

•  * 

i        • 

Call  of  Peter,  Andrew,  /torn,  atd  John,  to  the 

Apostles  hi  p. 


Matth.  iv.  12.  17—21. 

1 8.  Ilipeirarctfv  Sc  o  Iiprec  b 
■fcaoa  rtfv  SaXaaaav  rtjc  Fa- 
XiAaiac,  ctSc  Svo  a$t\<psg9 
IZifiwva,  rov  Xcyo/ucvov  Tit" 
rpov,  Kai  AvSpcav,  rov  aSeX- 
if>ov  avrs  fiaXXovraq  aft^f- 
CXiys'pov  «c  Tt|v  8aXa<raav' 
r)<rav  yap  aXtccc* 

ly.  Kai  Xcyci  avroig' 

oWrc  owiato  ps,  jcac 

iroii|9fii  vfiac  aXccic 

av0p<t>tra>v. 

20.  01  Sc  cvOtac  a^evrcc 
ra  Sticrva,  tjJcoXsflfjaav 
awry. 

21.  Kai  irpo€ac  **c«0ev 
«$€v  aXXsc  Suo  aScX^sc,  la- 
kw€ov  rov  T8  ZcScSacs,  icat 
Iaiavvtjv  rov  a$tX<f>ov  avrs,  cv 
ry  irXoiy  ftcra  Zc&Saui  ra 
irarpoc  avraiv,  Jcaraprt£ovrac 
ra  Scierva  avrwv,  jcai  £ieaXc*cv 
avrovc. 

4 


Mark  i.  14—20. 

16.  Ilcpciraraiv  & 
irapa  rr\v  SaXaowiv  rife  fa* 
XiXaiac,  «$€ 
Si/ucjva, 

icat  AvSpcav,  rov  aScX^ov  av- 
rs |3aXXovracc  a/4^t/3Xtyrpov 
cv   rp   daXaaap*    ijoxtv    yap 
aXtctc* 

17*  Kai  citrcv  avrocc  o 
Iqroc'  Scvrc  oirtow  jtov,  «u 
7roi?j<rw  v/ia?  ycveaflai  aXici? 
avOpwiraiv. 

18.  Kai  cv6Wc  a^tyrec 
ra  Sticrva  avrajv,  iftcoXsOifffair 
awry. 

19,  20.  Kai  irpoSac  «:«* 
Ocv  oXcyov,  ciScv  IeucwEov  rov 
rov  Zc&Saiov,  jcac  Iaiawnv 
rov  aScX^ov  avrB,  Kai  avrovc 
cv  ry  wXoup 

Karapritovra^ 
ra  Sucrvp*  /cai  cv0c*»c  acaXt- 
acv  avrovc* 


>      SECOND  DIVISION. 

EXAMPLES  OF  VERBAL  AGREEMENT  IN  THE 
SECTIONS  COMMON  ONLY  TO  ST.  MATTHEW 
AND  ST.  MARK  \ 


SECTION  I. 


Call  of  Peter,  Andrew,  James,  and  John,  to  the 

Apostlesbip. 


REMARKS. 

*  These  section*  are  stated  by  Eichhorn,  Allgem.  Bibl.  Vol  V. 
p.  922—924,  He  has  not  affixed  numbers  to  them,  as  he  has  done 
to  the  sections  common  to  all  three  Evangelists :  but  I  shall  num- 
ber them  in  die  following  statement!  that  they  may  be  better  dis- 
tinguished the  one  from  the  other. 

*  —  I  Ugm ,  G. 

*  Here  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  agree  in  the  use  of  apf  »CWfov9 
a  word,  which  they  have  never  used  on  any  other  occasion.  At 
other  times  they  have  expressed, '  net*  by  tamr. 


TS 
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OUIGIN  OF  THE 


SECTION  IV.     . 

Jesus  crosses  the  sea,  and  comes  to  the  land  of  Gen- 
nesaret :  where  he  reproves  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees 
on  account  of  their  traditions ;  cures  the  daughter  of 
a  Canaanite  woman;  feeds  four  thousand  men  with 
6even  loaves  and  a  few  fishes ;  and  censures  the  Pha- 
risees and  Sadducees,  who  required  a  sign  from 
heaven. 


Matth.  xiv.  22 — xvi.  12. 


xiv.  22*  Koi  €v0€o>c  way* 

Kaatv  o  I/iff«c  *  Tec  fiaOrrrac 
'a%iT8b  €/c€?)vat  tic  to  irXoiov, 
/cat  irpoayav  avrov  uq  to 
wtpav,  €*>c  ov  airoXv<rf  rove 
oyXovQ. 

34.      Kac     Sta7repa<ravrcc 
i?X0ov  « c  f?v  ynv  Ffwifaapcr. 

XV-  7|  8,  'Yiroicpcrac  ica- 
Xa>c  irpoc^ifrniae  ircpt  v/iaiv 
Haaiac>  Xtywv*  o  Xaogovroc 
toiq  ^fcXeai  /IE  Ti/xac3  i  St 
icapSca  avrw  woppw  atreyjti 
air  c/liov. 

9*  Manjv  St    reSovrac  pc 
Stoaaxovrcc  8toW*aXiac>  cv- 
raXfiara  avOpanrcuv   • 
N  10.  Kac  irpoffjcaXcaapcvoc 

T0V  <%Xov  tivtv  avrocc' 
aicovcr*,  icai  <xvv«re. 


Mark  vi.  45 — vii.  31.  viii. 
1—26. 

%   vi.  45.  Kac  cvvWc  irvay 

icaac  rave  fiaOi|T«c 

avrov  c/i€f|vat  etc  to  vXotOv, 
icai  irpoayciv  etc  ro  irepav 
irpoc  Bi|6VacSav,  t*»c  avroc 
airoXvcrp  rov  o^Xov. 

-53.      Kac     Siaircpaaavrcc 
9fX0ov  circ  mv  yi|v  Fcwwraptr. 

vil.  O. 
KaXft>c  wpotfiiTcvac 
Haaiac  *\eP*  v/tuv  rwv  viro- 
icpiTwv  wc  yrypaimu"  ovroc  o 
Xaoc  rote  \«Xwi  fu  rc/ua,  i 
&  icapota  avrwv  iroppw  avc^u 
air  euov. 

7-  Marijv  &  acSovrat  fu 
Scoaaxovrcc  feoaoxaXiac,  cv- 
raXfiara  av0pftnrav. 

14*  Kac  irpoaicaXeffapcvoc 
iravra  rov  o^Xov  fXtytv  av- 
toic'  OKOvcn  fiov  iravrtc*  car 
avvtm. 


TUBES   FIRST   GOSPELS. 


¥7% 


SECTION    IV. 

•       * 

Jesus  crosses  the  sea,  and  comes  to  the  land  of  Gen- 
nesaret :  where  he  reproves  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees 
on  account  of  their  traditions ;  cures  the  daughter  of 
a  Cariaanite  woman ;  feeds  four  thousand  men  with 
seven  loaves  and  a  few  fishes ;  and  censures  the  Pha- 
risees and  Sadducees,   who  required  a  sign  from 

i    heaven. 


remarks. 


*  —  'dvht.  Or 


c  Tok  u^Gri&bacb's  text    In  the  common  text  iyytfi»  jam  has 
beeq  interpolated  before  o  \e*t  *wf  and  t*>  ropari  owrm  xa*  after  it* 

<-*  *  This  is  a  quotation  from  Isaiah  xxix.  IS.  which  according  to 

Ul©  text  of  the  LXX.  IS  lty)n&»  poi  o   **©*  »T«f  i  r  T*  $• o/«aTi  avTMfy 
•f*ir*  fUKTw'A  a&orrm  pt9  h&aaxopits  trraXfAara  avOpwip ,  icon  JfcJi«0it«Xt*f. 

'But  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  haVe  some  variations  from  this  text, 
and  at  the  same  time  where  they  differ  from  the  LXX.  they  agree 
with  each  other.  Mfcmely,  they  both  omit  f ??*£•»  poi  and  u  r* 
ropmvt  flurrm  «*i,  for  though  these  words  are  in  the  common  text  of 
St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  they  are  certainly  interpolations  from  the 
I*  XX.  as  may  be  seen  on  consulting  the  authorities  quoted  by 
Griesbach.  Further,  they  agree  in  omitting  »» before,  and  avrvw 
after,  xm***»>  and  in  substituting  ju  npafor  t^ukt*  pi.  Lastly,  they 
agree  in  reading  ltJb*K«Xi»c  ut«\*«t»  *tdf»  w»  instead  of  i >ta*p»t« 
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ORIGIN    OF  TBS 


»xvi.  12. 


26,  Ovjc  €Ti  icaXov 
Xa&tv  rov  aprov  twv  rfjcvwv, 
JCac  /3aXccv  roic  rvvdpiotc« 

32.   O  8c  Iiierovc  irpo<rir*- 
Xe<ra/tuvoc  rove  pa&irac 

avTov,  wire*  tfirXay- 

Xvt^°/Iat  e7rc  rovoyXov  art  v$V 

4ptp*£  f  Tf*lt  TTpOiTfUVWA  ft*t, 

Kat  ovjc  tyovai  ti  fayweu 


Mark  vl  45.— vii.  SI. 
viii.  1—26. 

27-  Ov  yap  JtaXov  tri 
Xa&tv  rov  aprov  rwv  rt^y 
jcai  /3aXstv  roic  ie*vap«otc. 

Vlli.    1,  2-    IlpoaJCaXcra* 

/uvo<  o  IiftfK*  *«C  paoVaC 
avrov,  Xtytc  avrotc*  *irXay- 
yjX&fuu  tvt  rov  *%Xov  ori  q& 
r)/u€pac  8  rpctC  irpoajifvaai  jmm, 
cat  ovjc  <X89t  Tl  r^T10*** 


SECTION  V. 

Christ  answers  the  Pharisees  concerning  divorces. 


Matth.  xix.  1 — 12. 

5,  6.  'Evcjccv  thtb  Kara' 
\u\pu,  av0po>iroc  rov  irarcpa 
irat  rijv  /iijrcpa,  icat 
irpooxoXAnOqffcrai  rp 
yvvaua  ours*  icat  ccxovrai  oc 
$vo  ccc  aapica  /icdv*  w« 
s*ccri  u<rt  8vcf,  a\\a  *ap£  /ua. 
O  ovv  o  Ococ  owe  £cv$cv,  av- 


Mark  x.  1—12. 

7,  8,  9.  "Evuctvrawicanr 
Xtt^rec  avOpwiroc  rov  iranpa 
airs  Kat  njv  pifrcpa,  jcoi 
irpoaicoXXi|Oi|vcrai  rpoc  r*r 
yvvauca  avrs"  #cac  ctfovrat  01 
Svo  €it  orapca  /utfv  *•  *rct 
siccri  curt  Svo,  aXXa  tfapit  jumu 
'O  #v  o  Gcoc  tfvve&rijfv, 
Spcufl-oc  fin  xa»pi2cr». 


THR«   Fl»T   GOdVELS. 
REMARKS. 


*t9 


*'-*-  o  In**?.   (?. 

i 

'  ipifflM.  G. 

V  «fll{«l»   G« 

i 

"V 


SECTION  V. 

Christ  answers  the  Pharisees  concerning  divorces. 

REMARKS. 


•  Gent  fi.  t4w     '*****  wr*  natoM*  enfymn*  w  ••w^i  **w  «*• 

»«  JLm  t»m>,  which  is  precfcely  St.  Mark'*  text ;  and  therefore 
Ibis  example  is  of  no  value  in  the  present  inquiry. 


*w 


ORIGIN.   CTF   THE 


SECTION  VI. 


Christ  answers  to  the  request,  that  James  and  John,  the 
sons  of  Zebedee,  may  obtain  the  first  place  in  the 
kingdom  of  heaven. 


Matfh.  xx.  20 — 28. 

22,  23.  Ovjc  ocoWt  re 
atrctaOe.  AvvaaQt  ircccv  ro 
irerivpiov  o  iy*>  pcXXfc*  vcwcv, 
/ecu  ro  /3airrurpa,  o.ryw  j3air- 
rc£o/xae,  /3airrcer0i?vac*;  Ae- 
yscrcv  avroi,  ovva/ucda.  '  Kdc 
Xcyu  ;  aVTQi^*  ro  /uv 
irorifocov  /us  ir«<x0€, 

jcac  to  j3a7rr«r/ia,  o  cyw  |3a7r- 
rc£ofi<Uj  /3airrc<x0i|<x*<x0e'  ro 
&  jcadierac  cjc  Sc&wv  fis,  jcac 
«£   Evuwpv  ./LIS   8fC  e?cv  6flOV 


tovvac, 


.XV 


occ    iitoi papai 


viro  ts  irarpoQ  */us. 

24.  Kac  ajajeravrcc  ot  Scica 
nyavaicri}ffav  tcdi  raw 

Svo  aSeX^wv. 

:  25;  'O  8c  Iijcrac  TapooTraXc 
crafccvo?  avT8Q,  tiirtv* 
oiiare,  ort  oe  ap^ovrcc 
ru»v  tOvaiv  Jcarajcvpetviwev  av- 
TWy  jcat  oi  jucyaXoc 
jcarE&ffca&smv  avriuv. 

26.  Ovjc  flrwc  Scc  ecac  cv 
vpcv*  aXX  oc  tav  3eXp  cv  viecv 
fiiyag   ytvtoOaij  c?ai d   v/ia>y 

Scaicovoc* 


Mark  x.  35—45. 

38—40.     Ovjc    oioarc   n 
acrcccrtic.      Avvaodc   irucv  ro 

TOTItfHOV  O  €yui  ITiVW, 

jcac  ro  jSairritffiaj  o  fy«  /3ax- 
ri£o/ccu,  /3a7rri<r0ifvat ;  Of 
8c  «7rov  avry*  oWaptOa.  O 
Sf  Iifffsc  .  ccir£V  avrocc*  to  ptv 
irorijotov  o  cyai  vivwf  iruaOe 
Kac  ro  /3airrt<tyia,  o  ey**  /3av 
rc£oitac,  j3airrcovSfc?E?0<*  ro  & 
jcadcaac  €jc  Sc£ca>v  fiov,  jcac 
el;  cvawvicaiv  its  b  sic  wiv  t/iov 


»  « 


Ssvai,  aXX   occ  ijtoc/uwoi. 

41.  Kai  ajcscravrcc  oc  Sacs 
iyp£avro  a-yavaicruv  ircp*.  la- 
icai&r  jtac  Ifcfavwu  ■ 

42.  '0  oe  Ii)<rsc  irptMWcaXt- 
-<ra/ucvoC  dvr*c*  Xcycc  avrocc*  r 

ocSare  ore  oc  oWsvrcc  ap^av 
rwv  c6Va>v  jcarajcvpccvsoiv  av- 
ra>v,  jcac  oc  pcyaXoi  avrwir 
icar£^9(7ta^0<riv  avraiv. 

43.  Ovjc  ovtw  &  ccac  cv 
v/ifcv*  aXX  oc  cav  dcXp  ytvur- 
3ai  ficyac  cv  v/icv,  ccac     ' 
Scaicovoc  v/miv  c. 


THRM  -  FIBST  G0aF£L8.  %$  | 


SECTION  VI.  * "  "    . 

Christ  answers  to  the  request,  that  James  and  John,  the' 
sons  of  Zebedee,  may  obtain  the  first  place  in  the 
kingdom  of  heaven. 


/  < 


•    •  —  »'MI 


REMARKS, 


*  These  words  «**  tt  (Urnnap*  S  aym  0mmn$»pm  (kmrtwbi9cuf  and 
presently  after  nm  to  /Sovwpo,  i  tyv  6aro£o/«*f,  fiamrtvhmati  Bate 
wanting,  in  St.  Matthew's  text,  in  the  Codex  Vpticanus,  Codex 
Bezae,  Codex  Stephani  «,  and  the  quotation  of  Origen,  not  to  men^ 
tion  other  good  authorities  quoted  by  Griesbach.  It  is  therefore 
highly  probable,  if  not  certain,  that  these  words  in  St*  Matthew's 
text  are  an  interpolation  from  that  of  St.  Mark,  made  by  transcri* 
bers,  who  fancied,  that  because  St.  Matthew's  text  was  shorter,  it 
was  defective.  However,  if  we  deduct  these  words,  St.  Matthew's 
text  is  still  that  of  St.  Mark,  though  less  full* 


tM 


p*.  G. 


«  —  h.  O. 

d  *rm  is  preferred  by  Griesbach. 

'  VJUM    kflKOMf .    G. 


*82 


(mteiir  or  ti« 


Matth.  xx.  20—28. 

27*  Koi  oc  cav  9fcXp  cv 
vfuv  «vai  vptiroc,  c?o f  vpwv 
8dvXoc« 

£8*  Qaircp  o  vioc  1*8 
avtfpfcnrs  sic  ^X0e  Seajcovifflir 
vai,  a\\a  $ia#covtj<rai,  jccu  Sov- 
vai  rqv  ^«X»|v  avrti  Xvrpov 
avrc  voXXwv. 


Mark  x.  35—45. 

44.  Kai  oc  av  SfA* 
v/iwv'  ycvcaOat   rpwroCy   vzw. 

45.  Kai  yap  o  vcoc  row 
avOpaiirs  8JC  1|A0£  SuncomfAf- 
vac,  aXXa  Siajcoviprai,  *ac  &- 
va*  niv  ^vyjiv  airs  Xvrpov 
avrc  ttoXXwv. 


*r 


THREE  FIRST   GOSPELS. 
REMARKS. 
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'Here  likewise  Griesbach  prefers  m*. 


r.  • 


#« 

1 


THIRD  DIVISION. 


ml 


EXAMPLE  OF  VERBAL  AGREEMENT  IK  THE 
SECTIONS  COMMON  ONLT  TO  ST.  MARK 
AND  ST.  LUKE. 


SECTION  I. 


Christ  cures  a  demoniac  in  the  synagogue  at 

Capernaum. 


Mark  i.  21—28. 

24.  Ea,  re  rifuv  teat  croc 
lip*  Na£a{>i|vi?;  i|X0cc  airo- 
Xccrai  yfiae ;  otSa  at  tiq  a, 
o  aytqc  rs  Ota. 

25.  Kcu  cirmfhffftv  avry 
o  Iifcrec*  Acyftiv"  QipwQirn,  cat 
<geX0e  f£  avnu 


Luke  iv.  SI — 37. 

34.  Ea,  Tl  T)^MV  KCU  ow, 
Iiprov  Na£api?vc  ;  ijX0*c  avo- 
Xtaac  tyiac  ?  oiSa  <rc  rcc  «> 
o  aycoc  *»  ©«• 

35*  Kac  eirfTiptffffv  avry 
o  Ii|<r8Cj  Xryaiv*  ftptoOiiTi,  cai 
c£cX0€  t£  avrs. 


This  is  the  only  instance  of  verbal  agreement,  which 
I  have  observed  in  the  sections  common  only  to  St 
Mark  and  St  Luke :  and  in  the  rest  even  of  this  sec- 
tion St.  Mark  and  St  Luke  have  expressed  themselves 
very  differently.  A  complete  analysis  of  this  section  is 
given  in  Eichhorn's  Allgem.  Bibl.  Vol.  V.  p.  957 — 
960. 


.third  division: 

EXAMPLE  OF  VERBAL  AGREEfitBNT  Xtf'  *tt* 
SECTIONS  COMMON  ONLY  TO  ST.  MASK 
AND   ST.   LUKE*. 


SECTION  I. 

Christ  cures  a  demoniac  in  the  synagogue  at 

Capernaum. 

.  i  •  »  .         •  » 

J&E  MARKS.  •  . 

♦ 

c  Eichhom  Allgem.  BibL  Vol.  V.  p.  950. 


i 
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FOURTH  DIVISION. 

gXAKF&BS  Of  Y£*BAX  AGREEMENT  XV  THE 
ft&CTIfrNS.flOlf  ¥t)tf  QUAY  TO  ST*  MATTHEW 
AND  ST.  LUKE*. 


SECTION  1. 

SonnoB  on  the  nooupt b. 


Matth.  v.  vi.  vii. 

V.  44.  Ayairart*«c 

t^Opovc  vfiaiv*  cvXoyctre  r§c 
karapfcipcvovc  fyac*  JtaXaic 
vocctri  T8c  flUwrac*  v/nac' 
icoi  irpoafv^caOc  vjup  r«v 
tint pc a£ovraw  d  v/uac. 

VK  21.  'Oire  yap  cvcv  o 
diforavpoc  ifiwv,  ciea  «toi  jccu 
i|  capSia  vpwv. 

22,  23.  '0  Xv^voc  rs  aw- 
fiaroq  mv  o  of  OaXpoc"  cav 

sv  o  o^AaX/ioc  <re  avX«c  f  > 
oXov  ro  irajfia  ere  fwrctvov 
vsaC  cap  St  o  ofOa\f»oc  <rov 
vovifpoc  f »  oXov  ro  avfUL  cov 
ukothvov  c?ai« 


Luke  vL  20—49,  &c. 

vi.  27,  28.  Ayairarc  rsc 
€)(0pac  v/tifciv'  *caXft>c  iroiccre 
rocc  fuowiv  vpag*  cuXoyccrc 
rove  icarap«fifvovc  vfuv*  cat 
irpo*cv)(€a0E  virtp  r«v  tvijpc- 
a£ovr«>v  d  Vfiac* 

xii.  34.  'Oirs  yap  «tv  a 
difaavpoc  v/xurv  cca  cac 

q  icapSca  ifxvv  wai. 

XI.  34.  "O  Xv^voc  t«  «•#- 
fiar6c  wtv  o  offaXpoc  e*  orav 
«v  o  o^daX/Lioc  ov  airXsc  f  j 
jcat  oXov  to  <Tb>fAa  esftrtuvov 
cent*  cirav  Sc  irov*poc  p,  cat 
ro  awpa  *s  9kqthvov% 


/ 
I 


FOURTH  DIVISION. 

EXAMPLES  OP  VJBRB&Ii  AGREEMENT  IN  THE 
SECTIONS  COMMON  ONLY  TO  ST.  MATTHEW 
A<K0  *T.:M7K«\ 


SECTION  I. 


Sermon  on  the  mount b. 


REMARKS. 

f 

aBtebhorn  AHgen,  BiW.  Vol.  V*  IV  964.  EidibgrH  recions 
qnong  these  sections  the  additional  circumstances  Native  tp 
Christ's  temptation,  which,  are  recorded  by  St.  Matthew,  d>.  iv.  1  . 
&c.  and  by  St.  Luke,  ch.  iv.  1,  4rc  But  I  have  omitted  this  sec- 
tion here,  because  it  properly  belongs  to  Sect.  III.  in  the  First  Di- 
vision, where  the  verbal  agreement  has  been  already  stated.  On 
the  ptbet  band,  Sect.  IV.  VII.  VIII.  IX.  X.  XI.  in  the  following 
list  are  not  noted  by  Eichborp,  where  he  mentions  the  portions  pe- 
culiar to  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke. 

b  In  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  the  sermon  on  the  mount  takes  up 
three  whole  chapters,  v.  vi,  Vii.:  in  St.  Luke's  Gospel  ofilythitty 
vorsos,  eh.  «i.  80—40.  But  since  many  of  the,  preempts,  jrbteh  St. 
M*t*b«W  baa  delivered -if*  copn^ion^arei^undia  scattered  parts  of 
the  long  portion,  Luke  ix.51— xviii.  14.  I  have  brought  into  the 
present  section  those,  which  have  a  verbal  coincidence  with  St, 
Matthew. 

c  tok  piw**.  G.  If  we  adopt  this  readings  which  is  undoubtedly 
the  genome  one,  the  words  used  in  ^us^passage  hy  £u  Matthew 
acuk  St.  l*ibe  are  precisely  the  same".  Ja  the  ar  wgerpsnt.tb  ere  js 
ft-aioall.  difference:  far  the  second  and  third  precepts,  are  placed  in 

•  different  order. 

*  •  -» 

*  Neither  St.  Matthew  nor  St,  Luke  have  used  i*h^i«^  pn  any 
other  occasion.  It  is  a  word,  which  never  occurs  in  the  LXX;  and 
is  used  only  in  one  other  instance  in  the  whole  New  Testament. 
+  <nu  G. 


• 
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ORIGIN  OF  THE 


Matth.  v.  vi.  vii. 


24.  OvSctc 

Swarat  Svai  cvptotc  SsXcvctv* 
ti  yap  rov  €va/ii<xif<T€Cj  icac  rov 
crcpov  ayajnjoct,  r\  cvoc  av- 
9c£crac^  *  Cat  re '  crepe  cara- 
^povifact*  s  SuvaoOe  ©cy  $8- 
Xeuciv  icat  pap/Awa. 

25*  Am  rero 

Xryc*  v/icv*  firi  pcpt/tvare  rp 
^v)£p  vftwv  rt  ^ayijrc,  cat 
Tt  irujri,  pq8c  ry  awpart 
vfjLwv  rt  tv&nnfffOf,  Ov^t  n 
^rv£i|  irXctov  *ti  rnc  rpo^ijc* 
cat  ro  auua  re  cv$v/uaroc  ? 
-26. 

27*  Tec  Si  c£  v/ia>V  pi- 
'pt/4v*>v  Swarat  irpoorOctvat  cirt 
rgv  qXtctav  ovt«  irif^vv  cva  ; 


28,  29.  Karapaffcre  ro 
cptva  re  aype,  irwc  av£avct' 
«  coirta,  e$c  viffia'  Acyw  Sc 
v/Kt V;  ort  eSc  SoXopuv  f v  iraop 
rp  8d£p  avrs  *rcptc£aXcro  ic 


SO.  Et  Se  rov  x°PTOV  rov 
«yps>  <n?ficpovovra,  cat  avptov 
«C  cXt€avov  /3aXXo/icvov,  *  o 
©€Oc  8twc  aji^tewvert,  8  iroXXy 
/taXXav  v/tacj  oAtyoiwot ; 

31. 


20—49, 


xvi.   13.    OvSctc   oticcTiic 

Swarat  Svcxt  cvptotc  SsXcvhv* 
tj  yap  rov  cva  ptaifact,  cat  rov 
crcpov  ayavtiiTBi,  i|  cvoc  av- 
dc£crat,  cat  rs  crepe  cara- 
^povifact*  m  Svva<r0e  ©cy  &- 
Xcvctv  cat  pa/upuva. 

xii.  22.  23.  Ata  rovro 
vptv  Xry*j*  fti|  /ucptftvarc  rp 
^vXp.vpwv,  rt  fwyiirc, 

fiifSe  ry  <rw/tart  n 
cvSvaifaOc.     "H 
^vj(i|  irXctov  c«i  rijc  rpof  i£, 
cat  ro  <ra>fut  re  cvSvparoc* 

24.  The  same  subject, 
but  in  different  words. 

25.  Ttc  Se  c£  vuttv  pe- 
pi/Ltvftiv  Swarat  irpootfctvac  «n 
rw  qXtctav  avrs  wiyyv  cva  ; 

26.  Corresponds  to  the 
former  part  of  Math.  vi. 
28.  but  the  words  are  dif- 
ferent 

2/.  Karavoifaarc  ra 

cptva,  ywc  av£avct° 

ov  coirta,  ovSc  vqOu*  Xcyw  & 
v/itv,  ort  eSc  SoXopiwv  cv  iraop 
rp  So£p  avrs  irepte SaXcro  £c 
cv  rourw. 

28.  Et  8c  rov  ^oprov  cv  ry 
ayp^j  o*pcpevovra,  cat  avpt- 
ov etc  cXt€avov(3aXXop€Vov,  o 
OcoC  ovraig  a/t^tcwuot  TOffy 
/LtaXXov  vftac  oXtyoirt?ot  ^ 

29.  The  same  subject, 
in  different  words. 
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Matth.  v.  vi.  vii. 


32.  Uavra  yap  ravra  ra 
cOvif  VKitirrtC 

oi&  yap  o  irartip  ifuov  o 
spavioQy  on  xpf£crc  reran; 
aifavruv* 

33.  Zifrctre  &  wpwrov  n?v 
/3aatXctav  rs  Ges,  icai  njv 
Sucatoauvifv  avrs*  icai  ravra 
iravra  irpoarcOiiacrai  vpiv. 

vii.  1.  Mij  Kpivtrt,  iva 
pil  Kpidnrt. 

2.  Ev  y  yap  icpipari,  icpi- 
vcrc  JcpiOqacafa  icai  cv  y  /*c- 
rpy  pcrpcirc,  avrtftcrpu- 

Oiprerat  u/uiv. 

3*  T*  8c  j3Aiw€ic  ro  icap- 
^oc  ro  cv  ry  o^OaXpy  rov 
aScX^a  <T8,  rqv  &  cv  ry  ay 
o^OaXpy  Sojcov  •  fcaravoac  ? 

5*  Yweicpira,  c*£aXc 
irpftirov  rifvoojcov  cjc  ra  o^OaX- 
pa  a*,  icai  rorc  StaCXc^cig  f  «c- 
CaXuv  ro  jcap^oc  cjc  tb  o^- 
SaX/iS  T8  aStX^o  <f8. 

7.  Airctre,  jcai  SoOifacroi 
v/iiv*  frircirc  icai  cvpifacrc* 
icpscrc,  Koi  avoiyiprcrai  ipuv. 

8.  Ilac  yap  o  atraiv  Xa/i- 
Cavci,  tcai  o  ^wv  cvpiaicci, 
jcae  ry  icprovn  avoiyifacrai. 


Murk  vi.  20-49,  &c.    I 


SO.  Tavra  yap  iravra  ra 

cOvH  ™  JCO0JU9   m^l|T€l#    VM«V 

&  o  irarifp  oiScv, 


S 1 .   nXijv  £ifr€irc  ri|v 
/3aaiXciav  T8  G»* 

icac  ravra 
wavra  irpoarcSifOErai  vjuv. 

vi.  37.  Mij  icpiverc,  cats 
/ii|  jcpiftfrc. 

38. 

ry  yap  avry  nc- 
rpy  y  /icrpcirc,  avripcrpttfo* 
acrai  v/uv. 

41.  Ti  &  /3Xarstc  ro  icap- 
^c  ro  cv  ry  o^OaXjxy  rov 
aScX^s  as,  rifv  ©c  Soicov  njv  cv 
ry  *Siy  o^OaX/iy  0  icaravoctc  > 

42*  Yiroicpira,  ucSaXc 
irpwrov  rqv  Sojcov  cjc  ra  ot)0aX- 
/A8  as,  jcac  rorc  StaCXc^ccc  «c- 
CaXccv  ro  Kap^oc  ^o  cv  ry  of- 
daXfty  rov  aStkfov  aov. 

XI.  9*  AirciTC,  rat  Softiairai 
ifuv*  Zrrrure,  icai.  cvptta-crt* 
jcpscrCj  icai  avocyifacrai  v/uv. 
1 0*  Ilac  yap  o  atr«*v  Xa/t- 
Savct,  icai  o  frfr&v  evptarac, 
/ecu  ry  fcpovovri  avotyifatrat. 


v  •••». 


THREE    JTIRCT   4MPKL&  9&1 

KtMARKS. 


'  A*&t**  tiferf  We  botli  by  St  Matthew  and  St.  Lute  occur* 
wo  where  etae^  eithe*  hi  -the  Mew  Ttatametit,  or  in  die  Beptuogtnt* 
•v  ilie  Oapek  Apocrypha*   Njp  hat  i*  beep  hitherto  quoted  from 
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SECTION  II. 


Cure  of  the  centurion's  servant  at  Capernaum. 


Matth.  viii.  5 — IS, 
8.  Kvptc, 

8#e  ct/u  ticavog  iva  fis  viro  rtfv 
ctyijv  «tacX0pc* 

aXXa  fiovov  Hirt  Xoyov  *,  icoi 
ladrjtTSTai  o  7raic  p8. 

9*  Kai  yap  «yw  avOpwiroc 
fi/ic  viro  c&icriav, 
s^uv  vir  c/xovrov  ^pariwraq* 
ica  Xcyw  r«ry,  iropEvOifrt, 
#eae  i  iropcvcrat*  icai  aXXy, 
cp^8  cat  fp^crai*  icai  ry 
SsXy   p8,   iroiiferov  tsto,  icoi 

10.  Aicsarac  &  o 

v  Iqawc  cOav/uaa**  f,     xae 

ctirc    rote   aJCoXsOseriv*    afitfv 

Xcyw  vfuv,  ov& 
•v  Tfp  LrpaifX  TO<rovri?v  irt?tv 
ftipov. 


1. 


Luke  vii.  1 — 10. 

6,   7*    KvpiC,  flU  (TJCvXX8*  8 

yap  cc/nt  tjcavoc  tva  viro  tijv 
ccyifv  /is  cunXOiic  &o  8& 
€ftavrovi|£ut>*a?rpoc  ere  cXOciv* 
aXXa  ctirc  Xoyy  rat 

laBritnrai  o  irate  ftov. 

8.  Kat  yap  cyw  avOpanroc 
eifu  viro  c^saiav  raeraojicvoc, 
c^aiv  vir  tpavrov  epartiirrac* 
Kat  Xeyw  rary,  iropcvoVrrt, 
icat  iropevcrat*  icat  aXXy,  cp- 
^ov  icat  tpyeraC  Kai  ry  8ov- 
Xy  jxov,  voirjaov  rovro,  jcat 
irotct. 

9*  Aicovtrac  &  ravra  o 
Iqaovc  dbayiuurtv  avrovVjcai 
?pa^«c  ry  a#coXov08VTt  aunp 
o^Xy ,  ctirc*  Xcyai  ifuvr  ou& 
f  v  ry  IopaijX  Toaavrriv  Tinv 
tvpov. 


THREE    FIRST   C08PELJ. 


SECTION    II. 

Cure  of  the  centurion's  servant  at  Capernaum. 


REMARKS. 


•  • 


•  Aoyy.  G.  If  we  adopt  this  reading,  St  Matthew's  text  agrees 
with  that  of  St.  Luke,  though  the  latter  hiss  additions  not  contained 
in  the  former. 


S94 


obcmv  op  Tae 


m  section  m. 

Chrises  discourse  with  cfertak  pfersdfi*,  who  wfehed  to 

become  bis 


Mattb*  viii.  19—22. 

SO.  A!  aXftnrcicfc  ^wXiac 
f^otNTij  Jtai  rb    ircrccva    rov 

8fXXV8  KOTOGKnVtlHniS*  O  &  1IIOC 

to  tfctlpwirs  sic  ?j^h  «  *>jy 

22.  fO  Sc  lip*?  tnrcv  avry, 
aieoXsOfc  fun,  rot  aftc  rove 
v&cpovc  Barfm  rove  tavrw 
vucpovf  % 


Luke  is.  57 — 62. 
58.  A!  aXftMTfictc  fwXcovc 

troupe,  Kat  ra  xmiva  rov 
spav8  Jcaraajcnvwue*  o  Sc  vtoc 
t«  av0£*MT8  «jc  *%u  ra  r«r 
icc^aAifv  icXtvp. 

60*  Ecirc  Se  avry  o  l*0*e* 

a^cc  rove 
vcicpovc  &s^ai  tovc  «avr*v 
vacpove. 


THRJ&fc  fljtiT    G0SP5LS.  S$fc 


SECTION  in. 


Christ's  -discourse  with  certain  persons,  who  wished  to 

tf  come  his  disciples. 


REMARKS. 

m  2n  4to  9fmc  lursien  ikete  woadf  pre  Tcwsfrrstl  by 
^oc%,iA43  ^oo  ]jW  ffXVTi»j  ^siae  nvtfuee  *wp^«*es  most?* 
suos/  that  is,  «  sine  mortuos  septlire  mortuos  sues/  for  in  fyriac 
the  participle  is  frequently  used  instead  of  the  infinitive.  Hence 
Bolten  in  a  Note  to  his  German  translation  of  St.  Matthew's  Gos- 
pel, p.  1S8  (Bericht  des  Matthaeus,  Altona,  179%  8vo.)  conjee, 
tares,  that  these  were  the  words  of  Christ,  as  first  committed  to 
writing  in  Syriac  or  Chaldee,  but  that  his  real  meaning  was  different 
from  that  which  is  expressed  in  the  translation  of  them  exhibited 
in  the  Greek  texts  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke.  He  supposes 
namely,  that  ^cuo  was  intended  to  express,  not '  sepelientes/  but 
'  «ap^iestibi?s/ like  ^^xal,  «ioe  X  fbe  sign  of  the  dative,  is 
frequently  understood.  The  meaning  of  the  Syriac  words  will  then 
be,  '  Relinque  mortuos  sepelientibus  mortuos  suos.'  This  is  cer- 
tainly g  very  ingenious  conjecture*  as  it  is  much  mere  intelligible, 
when  we  say, *  Leave  the  dead  to  those,  whose  office  it  is  to  bury 
the  dead/  than  when  we  say,  <  Leave  the  dead  to  bury  the  dead/ 
*«hicb,  after  «M  the  pains,  wtrich  commentators  toave  bestowed  on  it, 
still  remain*,  40  Weftstein  ssjtB,«ententia  parade**.  Now  admitting 
that  this  conjecture,  which  Eichhora  (AJlg.  Bib.  Vol.  V.  p.  970.) 
has  likewise  adopted,  be  true,  the  question  to  be  asked  in  our  pre- 
■em  inquiry  is  tm> :  Is  it  probable  that  two  independent  translators 
aaeold  deviate  from  the  meaning  of  their  original,  not  only  in  the 
•aav*  *>laoe,  but  iwrecisery  in  the  same  manner  I  if  the  passage  oc- 
curred either  in  St.  Matthew  alone,  or  in  £t .  Lake  done,  one  might 
conjecture,  that  the  Greek  text  was  .originally  *$«  *mt  wf*«  M^!> 
c*c  iavrmf  nx$*<t  and  that  through  an  oversight  of  transcribers  the 
*jtt  $*!'**»»  was  emitted,  and  the  participle  thus  converted  into  the 
infinite  $mfa*.  But  that  the  same  oversight  should  have  happened 
in  both  fiacesjsw*  probable, 
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ORIGIN    OF   TKB 


SECTION  IV. 


Parable  of  tne  plenteous  harvest  and  the  few  labourers. 


Matth.  ix.  37,  38. 

'O  fftcv  Sepur/ioc  ttoXvc,  oi 
&  cpyarcu  oXiyot.  AfifOip-c 
•v  T8  icvpts  rs  9cpto7is,  oirwc 
iicSaXp  Epyarac  «C  rov  Sfc- 

pi0/fOV  CtVTOU. 


Luke  x.  2. 

O  ficv  9epi(f/LU)c  iroXvCj  o! 
Sc  epyarcu  oXtyoi.      Aci|0irrc 

8V  T8  JCVpl*  TO    0EpC<tyLS,     OTt0£. 

cjcCaXXp  epyarac  «C  tov  0i- 
ptoptov  avrov. 


SECTION  V. 


Christ's  discourse  on  the  message  of  John  the  Baptist 


Matth.  xi.  2 — 19. 

3.  2v  a  o  cpxoftfvoc,  i? 
ir* pov  irpoaoWuficv ; 
.  45.  Kac  airoicptOccc  o  Iif" 
<rovc  ctirev  avroic*  iropcvOcvrcc 
aTrayyeiXarf  Iaiavvp  a  aicserc 
ecu  j3X£9rcrc«  ru^Xot  ava£Xc- 
irovcrt;  #cat  ^a»Xot  ircptirareat, 
Xcirpoc  #ca0apt£ovrat,  jcai  jcw- 
c^oc  aKHWJi  vcicpot  cycipovraf, 
C«*  irrw^oi  €vayy*Xi£ovrcu. 

6.  Kai  fiaicapioc  tciv,   oc 
^ai}  #icav$«Xi#0p  tv  f/ROI. 


Luke  vii.  19 — 35. 

\Q*^2tV    H    O    «pXOfi€VOC,   H 

aXXov  irpoaSoJCWfici'  ; 

22.  Kat  qiroicptOcic  o  L|- 
crovc  wnv  avroic*  iropcvtfcvrcc 
airayyciXart  ItMvyp  a  a&n 
icat  ifjcovoarc*  on  rv^Xot  mm* 
SXewown,  ^aiXoc  Trepurarowtfi, 
Xcirpoc  #ca0api£ovrat,         w 

^Oi  0*8801,  VCJCpOi  fy«CfK)VTCU, 

WTwyoi  cvayycXt^ovrcu* 

23.  Kai.  pairaptoc  €?tv,  oc 
•av  jut)  <r*av8aXur0p  cv  e/*c*. 


0 
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•  * 

Parable  of  the  plenteous  harvest  and  the  few  labourers* 


•      - 


REMARKS. 


SECTION   V. 

Christ's  discourse  on  the  message  of  John  the  Baptist. 


REMARKS. 


• 


<9S 


OKMHN  OF  TVS 


Mattb.  xi.  *— 19. 

7*  Tovtmv  $f  iropcvo/Kiu* 
4ip£aro  o  Iiprec  Xcyciv 

Tt   «$1jX(feT«    €CC    T1|V     cpiffiov 

Seaaaa&u  f  fltaXapov  viro  avc- 
JIOV  aaXevopcvov  \ 

8.  AXXa  re  i£i|X0er€ 
iSciv  i  avdpanrov  cv  fiaXaicoic 
tyiartaic  igp^uaptvov  ;  iSov  ol 
ra  /laXaico  .^opowrec  *v  i*o*c 
fiUCOkQ  r«v  /3a*tXeft>v 

cmv. 

9*  AXXa  r*  c£uX0m 
iSecv;  Kpar^T*v4    not  Xgyw 
v/w,  icoi  ircpuraorcpov  vpo- 
fnrav 


Luke  vii.  19—35* 

%4»  AvcXoWrov  Sc  tw  ay- 
ycXttv  Iwavva,  i|p£aro  Xeyav 
irpo?  tsc  *xXbc  **p*  Iwaw»" 
rt  f  £eXifXv0ar€  *  etc  n*v  cpi|fioi> 
deaaaffOac ;  jcaXa/iov  wo  avc- 
7100  traXcvoficyov  ; 

25*  AXXa  r*  c&XifXvOarc 
•&tv  9  avtfpwirov  fv  paXaKotc 
t/uarioic  ijf^i€<r/uvoy  ;  tSov  01 
cv  t/tari<7juy  cvSofy  flcat  rpvff 
varap^evrec  cv  rote  /3a<nXaojc 

6t<NV. 

26.  AXXa  n  c^sXnXuOarc 
*&*v;  rpofoinjv ;  vai  Xty* 
v/uv   #cai  ireptcroorcpov  irpo- 


10*  OjJroc  yap  est,  rtpt  s 
yeypaimu*  iSsfyttairovcXXttf 
rov  ayycXov  pa  *rpo  irpoauirts 
<rov,  oc  icaraajccvaau  mv  oSov 
0ov  c/urpoa0ev  <T0b. 

1 1  •  A/iqv  Xf yea  v/uv,  ov* 
f yitycprai  ev  ytwijrotc  ywai- 

JtttfV  C    fft£l£ft>V  IftMIWS  T8  /3aiT- 

tctov*  o  Sc  pucporcpoc 

*v  rp  /3a*iXctf  rwv  ovpavuv 
|ui2^c^v  avrov  m. 

12 — 15.  An  insertion, 
not  contained  in  St.  Luke's 
text, 


6nr<*< 


27*    Ovroc  CTl  Wipl  ov 

ytypajmu*  io*  ty*>  uveecXXt* 
rov  ayycXov  fw  irpo  irpoaw- 
wov  aov,  oc  JtaraaKEvcum  nyv 
aSopaov  cpirpoo&v  aov 

28.  A«y»  yap  vficv, 
fui£<i>v  €V  ycvvirroic  yvvauew 
irpo^irnjc  Iwaw«  rs  /3a<m?g 
ovSctc  wiv*  o  Sc  /uirporcpoc 
cv  rp  j3a<nXcif  rov  Oeov 
/iei&ov  avrov  c^i. 

29,  30.     An-  insertion, 

not  contained  in  St.  Mat- 
thew's text. 


THEM  P1AST  <*OaFELS,  899 

JLEMAHK8. 


»  Throughout  the  whole  of  this  section,  where  St  Matthew  has 

fXOf  and  uxdiri,  St.  Luke  has  the  Attic  form  iAdXvSi  and  itatotert, 


*  In  this  qtwmlbn  ftuui  flhhehf  ffi.  l.  the  words  toed  by  St. 
Matthew j^SL  L«ke«repfeme]y  the  same:  yet  tltyttaternflry 
differ  from  the  tarda  of  the  LXX.  which  are,  *&,  j|«*ot*a*  ror 
eyy***  pit,  bom  nriCxi^mu  &»  «fo  *p?«*ii  pe :  and  moreover  these 
words  of  the  LXX.  are  a  close  translation  of  the  Hebrew  text  in 

this  passage,  ♦iflV  T^™!)!  Oi6D  Hitff  'HIT  Further,  the 
tame  quotation  is  made  by  St.  Mark,  though  in  a  different  place, 
iris.  ch.  i.  2.  and  in  the  very  same  words,  which  are  here  used  by 
St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke.  Now  would  this  close  verbal  agreement, 
under  these  circumstances,  be  possible,  if  the  Gospels  of  St.  Mat* 
thew,  St.  Mark,  and  St.  Luke  contained  three  independent  trans* 
lations  of  a  Hebrew  or  Chaldee  original  i 

€  The  expression  yunr»  ymmtut*  used  in  this  place  both  by  St. 
Matthew  and  St.  Luke  occurs  no  where  else  in  the  whole  New 
Testament. 
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Matth.  xi.  2—19. 

16>    17.    TlVC    Of   O/MMWOW 
TlfV  ycvcav  TOV- 

ofioia  '  cci  iraiSaptotg  cv 
ayopaic  *a0f|/i£voic>  *«*  irpoff- 
^wvsat  rocc  .  eratpocc  avrwv, 
teat  Xcyovow*  nv\ii<rafuvvfuvf 
kcli  bk  <up)£ipraa0€*  cOpifviicra- 
/ucv  vptv,  jcat  ov/c  ttcoxf/aadt e. 
18*   HXOe    yap    lata  wire, 

Xtyouai  Saipovcov  c^et. 

19*  HXOcv  a  vu>c 

ts  avdpwra  toQiw  kcli  miwv* 
jcai  Xcyouoiv  iSov  avtfpanroc 
fayoc  kcli  oivoitotijc,  tcXw- 
wv  ftXoc,  ***  a/aapwX«v# 
jam  coucatwfti  t|  ao^ia  airo  twv 
rcjcvaw  avrijc. 


Luke  vii.  19 — 35. 

31,  SS.  Tevt  ouv  opotfcNH* 
tsc  avflpwrsc  nic  ycvwcTov- 
rifg ;  jcat  tivi  aotv  Qfiococ ; 
o/iocot  etcrt  irai&dtc  rote  *? 
ayopa  jcaftf/uvoic  *cac  Tpoff- 
^wsatv  aXXijXoic,  «ccu 
Xcywrtv*  qvXipra/ticv  v/uv,  /c« 
ovjc  «>p)£i}aaa0f°  ^pnvticafuv 
vfitv,  rat  owe  ejeXawjarc. 

S3*  EXijXvflt  yap  Icuavnfc 
o  /3a*Tt?i|c>  fttfrc  aprov  «*- 
Stow,  fiifrc  oivov  vivwv,  cat 
Xcycrc  Sacftoviov  c^cc 

S4,  35.  EXifXvOcv  o  woe 
t«  avOpanra  coOcw  Kat  mvtrv* 
<ca*  Xeycrc  iSs  av0pn>woc  ^a- 
yoc  icai  Oivoirontc,  TfXww* 
f  tXoc  y  icai  aftaprwXwv*  jcoi 
cSucatai0i|  v  <rojut  airo  iw 
rcjcvuv  avrifc  iravrwv.  • 


THREE    FIKST   GOSPELS*  30 1 

REMARKS. 


4  <rai&oi$«  G, 


•  • 


'  Ver.  16, 17,  I  produce  here  merely  for  the  sake  of  connexion, 
and  not  aa  instances  of  verbal  agreement. 


1  f  itoc  ritarvtf*  G* 


» 


so* 


OK16I*  or  T«» 


Woed 


i  r»i   llHHW<l 


SECTION  VI. 

to  Choraain,  Bethsaife,  tad 
Capernaum. 


Matth.  xi.  20—30. 

fil»  Ova*  «ou  Xap&Vft. 
tai  aot,  Bi|0aatSav**  or**  cv 
Tvpy  *at  SioWt  cycvovro  at 
Swapcic  oc  ycvofic vat  cv  v/uv, 
raXac  ov  cv  aajcjcy  rat  airooft 
/tercvotprav. 

22.  IIXijv  Xcyu  v/uv#  Tvpy 
rat  StoWt  avcjcrorcpov  c?at  cv 
jf/tcpa  /cptircwc,  if  v/ttv. 

23.  Kat  av  Kan-cpvaov/tj 
ri  cwg  T8  spavs  infwOuaa,  iwq 
fbou  raraStSaaOifap. 

The  remaining  part  of 
this  verse,  and  ver.  24,  are 
not  contained  in  St.  Luke's 
text. 

25)  26.  E^ouoXoyspat  oot, 
i*orcp,  mipic  r§  spavs  cat  ri?c 
yifC,  oti  airacpv^ac  ravra 
airo  ao^wv  rat  avvcrwv,  rat 
aircicaA v^rac  aura  vuirtotc*  vai, 
o  irari)p»  or*  ovroc  cycvcro 
cv8o*ta  tfiirpoaOtv  aov. 

27*  Ilavra  /tot  irapt$o0i? 
viro  rs  irarpoc  MS*  JCOt  8&ic 
cirtytviiurjcct  rov  vtov,  ci  fit? 
o  irarup*  ouSc  rov  irarcpa  rtc 
cirtytvaKrircr,  ci  ftif  o  vioc,  rat 
y  cav  /3«Xi|rai  6  vioc  airora- 
Xv^at. 


Luke  z.  13—15.  21,  22. 

•at  mc  B*6««t£a#  ivt  at  cv 
Tvpy  rat  St&Wt  cycvovro  at 
Swa/Kaca!  ycvopcvat  cv  v/ttv, 
*aXat  av  cv  aoKKy  rat  airooy 
radtyttcvat  pcrcvoifaav. 

14.  IIXijv  Tvpy 
rat  Zt&Wt  avcjcrorcpov  crat 
cv  rf  icptact,  f)  v/iiv. 

15.  Kai  av  Kaxcpvaova, 
4  c«*c  i"8  spavs  wfaOuaOj  cvc 
aoov  raraCtSaadiffff* 


21.  E£opoXoys/uu  aw, 
irarcp,  icvptc  to  spavs  rat  nrc 
yi|C»  ort  aircjcpv^rac  ravra 
airo  aofwv  rat  awcrwv,   rat 

aircraXv^rac  avro  vq  Ttocc*  vat, 

«  b     *        • 

o  iranyp  ,  ore  ovrwc  cycvcro 

cv&Wta  qttirpoaticy  an  c. 

22-  Ilavra  iraptoofti  jtot* 

viro  rs  varpoc  pa*  koi  sSac 

yivwdKU  rcc  c*tv  o  vtoc»  «  /*» 

o  vanip*  cat  rcc  ectv  o  ra- 

rijp,  ct  pii  o  vioc,  cat 

y  cav  /3sXifrat  o  vioc  avwn* 

Xv^at*. 


J 
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SECTION  YL 

Woe  denounced  to  Cborazin,  Bethsaida*.  wA 

Capernaum. 

« 

REMARKS. 

Bnbrml*.  C.  D.  K.  U    It  is  likewise  thus  written  by  Ongeov 


%  It  U  remarkable  that  St.  Maftfcew  and  St  I*ujcci  here  agree  mot 
using  the  nominative  I  wang  as  equivalent  to  the  vocative  warn*, 
though  they  have  never  done  so  on  any  other  occasion)  and  thougn 
they  had  both  used  the  vocative  immediately  before. 

c  In  the  common  editions  is  added  at  the  end  of  this  Terse,  am 
rfaf «<  *(o<  mt  ftotnT«c  mvi  :  but  Griesbach  has  very  rightly  re- 
jected it. 

•  From  the  preceding  statement  it  appears  that  the  xohole  of  this 
section  in  St.  Luke's  text  agrees,  with  a  very  few  exceptions,  word 
for  word  with  thafrof  Mfttthew. 
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Matth.  xi.  £0—30.        I  Luke  x.  13—15.  21,  22. 


28—30.  To  these  two 
verses  there  is  nothing, 
which  corresponds  in  St 
Luke's  text. 


SECTION  VII. 


Additions  peculiar  to  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke,  in 
Christ's  confutation  of  the  opinion,  that  he  cast  out 
devils  by  Beelzebub. 

Matth.  xii*  27,  28.  30.    I     Luke  xi.  19,  20.  23. 


27*  Kai  £c  cyw  tv  BecX- 
ttfisX  ae&iXXw  ra  Sacccovcoj 
oc  vcoc  ifxwv  tv  rcvc  ejc6aXXa<rc ; 
&a  tovto  avroc  vuuv  otovtcu 
spiral ; 

08.  Ec  &  «yw  cv  wvtvfiari 
Oca  fjc&cXXc*  ra  Saiftovca, 
apa  rfdaaev  f  ^  vccac  i?  /3a- 
acXcca  rov  Ocov. 

SO.        'O        fllf       toV       fttT  fftOV, 

tear  tps  t*C   Kai  e  pit  trvva- 
ywv  /icr  cjuov,  <ncopirt£ei. 


19-  Ec  &  ryw  tv  BecXiV 
&iX  ac&iXXar  ra  Saifiovia,  « 
vcoc  v/lwv  cv  tivi  tidSaXXfffi  ; 
Sea  rovra  ccpcrac  vcutv  avroc 
e<rovrat. 

20.  Ec  &  tv  SajcrvX* 

Osov  cjcSaXXa*  ra  Sai/iovw, 
apa  e^0a<rcv  c^  vpac  it  /3a* 
(TiXeta  rov  Ocov* 

23.  'O  fill  *>v  fur  caotr, 
icar  ccis  eve*  icac  o  it*  «w 
yaiv  ccer  cctov,  tncopmfrc. 


•» 
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SECTION  VII. 

Additions  peculiar  to  St  Matthew  and  St  Luke,  in 
Christ's  confutation  of  the  opinion,  that  he  cast  out 
devils  by  Beelzebub.  > 


REMARKS. 


\  •     t* 


VOL.  III.  PART   IL 
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SECTION   VIU. 


Christ's  censure  of  certain  persons,  who  required  of 

him  a  sign. 


Matth.  xii.  38—45. 


• . 


41*     A  vSpf  c     Ntvevtrot  * 
qvnTOteviat  vit  rip  rrptffet  jura 


Luke  xi.  24 — 32. 


w       *    • 


32.  Av$pe£  Ntvevc s 
avaviittovrat  ev  rp  jcptrfet  pera 


tbQymmas  rawttrf,  *tn  forgo-  rfjcymac  ravine*  *«"  ccrrn- 
icptvsatv  avrijv,  ore  percvoifaav  jcptvsatv  avrqv  oti  /terevoif  aav 
etc  ro  jcifpvyfta  Iaiva*  Kai  i&,  etc  to  fci)pvy/ia  Iwvo*  cat  t& 
irXctov  Iwva  wSc.  ; "  *tiXct«y  Iwva  c*8e. 

42*  BoaiXtaaa  vom  cyep-        3  !•  BaaiXuwra  vorov  eyep- 


Siprcrat  ev  rp  fcptoct  /ucra 

r»?C  yeveac  ravri?c,  feat 


dfjaerat  cv  rp  fcptaet  /iera  r*wr 
avoparv  rite  yeveae  raunjc  ««* 


jraraicptvct  avri|v°  on  i|X0cv  ex  I  icarajcptvei  ovrsc*  ort  qX0evejc 


rwv  ireparwv  rtic  yijc,  aicsaat 
mv  ao^tav  SoXojxwvroc'  Kai 
ioW  irXctov  SoXtytaivroc  woe. 
43,  44.  Orav  8c  ro  aica- 
Saprov  irvevfia  e£cX0|i  airo  rs 
av0p*>irov,  Scep^crat  Si  ow- 
Spaiv  roirwv,  £i|rovv  avairav- 
<nv,  cat  ov^'  evptaicer  rorc 
Xeyct  eirtcrpc^M  etc  rov  oticov 
pov,  o0cv  e£i|X0ov*  *at  cXOov 
evptaicet  a^oXafcovra,  aaxapw- 

(UVOVf  Kai  KtKOCflfl/HVOV* 

45.  Tore  iropeverat,  *at 
irapaXa/DtSovet  peff  cavrov 
euro,  ercpa  jrvevpara  wovif- 
<porepa  cavrov,  jcat  et*eX0ovra 
jcarotjcei  eject'  icat.yiverat  xa 
tayara  rov  av0pa>irov  e/cetvov 
^ftpova  r«v  irpwctfv.  y 


rttiv  jreparatv  ntc  ync  aKsaai 
ri|v  ao^tav  2oXop*>vroc*  km 
toov  irXctov  SoXofMrvroc  w&. 

24,  25.  'Orav  ro  axa- 
daprov  irvevfta  c£eX0y  aro  t» 
avOptawe,  Step^ertu  ©V  aw- 
Spwv  rowfciv,  £i|tijv  avaravoiv, 
/cat  /Ltij  evptoxov,  Xeyet  vro- 
?pei/«i>  etc  rov  oacov  /tov,  ofltv 
e£i|X0ov°  *ac  eX0c*v  evpionca 
<r€<rap*>/Licvov,  cat 
jceiKMrfiifytfvov. 

26.    Tore    vopeverat    icat 
irapaXapSavet 

euro  ercpa  irvev/uara  rovr 
porepa  cavrov^  icat  etoieXOovra 
icaroticci  eject*  jcat  ytverac  ra 
toyara  rov  avOpwirov  ececvov 
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SECTION  VIII. 


Christ's  censure  of  certain  persons,  who  required  of 

-  him  a  pign. 


•    4      »•  | 


I 


REMARKS. 


a  N»M*w-au  is  the  reading  also  of  St.  Luke's  Gomel  in  the  Crfd* 
Alexandrinus,  Vaticanus,  Ephretn,  Stephani  %p  Des  Camps,  and 
fifty-eight  other  Greek  M85. 


*      * 
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SECTION  'IX. 

•  •  • 

Parable  of  the  leaven. 


Matth.  xiii.  S3. 

'Oftoui  ctiv  n  /3a<riXua 
rwv  spav<i>v  £v/if»  i|V  XaCmra 
ytrvn  tvtKpv\ptv  uq  aXevpov 
<rara  *  rpia ,  I  a>c  <*»  «2vf*w0i| 
oXov. 


Luke  xiil  20,  21. 

Oftoia  «m  m 

£vpp,  riv  XaCovaa 
yvvij  -  tPtKpwptv  ccc  aXivpov 
<rara-  rpia,  €a>c  ov  tZvptrfhi 
oXov. 


SECTION  X. 

Christ's  lamentation  over  the  fate  of  Jerusalem. 


Matth.  xxiii.  37 — 39- 

'IcpsaaXtyi,  'Icp6<raXi|fi,  ^ 
an-ofcreivmra  rsc  irpo^iirac, 
icac  Xi0o&>Xs<ra  rsg  airc?aX- 
ficvovc  irpoc  avniv,  iroaajuc 
f|0cXr)<m  cirurvvayayctv  ra  t« le- 
va <rs,  ov  rpoirov  ciriffvvaysi 
opvtC  ra  ytKTcxia  cavriic  vwo 
rac  irrcpvyac,  icat  sic  ijOtXn- 
eart ;  ISs  a^ccroc  v/uv  o  oucoc 
Vfiaiv  cpqftoc*  Xcyw  yap 

v/uv'  ov  fii|   fu  iSijts,  ca>g  av 
€i7r>yrf,  EuXoyii/icvoc 
o  fp^oficvoc  cv  ovofiarc  jcvpui. 


Luke  xiii.  34,  35. 

IcpsaaXif/u,  Itp8<ra\tip,  if 
airojtrcivovaa  rove  irpo^f|rac« 
/cai  XiOoSoXsaa  rsc  avwaX- 
fievovc  irpoc  avrifv,  roacucic 
ifOcXiicra  eiriffwa£ai  ra  rtKva 
as 9  ov  rpoirov  oping 

rifv  tavnjc  voaotav  *  tnro  rac 
mrepv-yac,  leai  sjc  ifOcXiravrrE  ; 
ISs  a^urai  vptv  o  oucoc  vf**nt 
cpilfioc  b-  a/Lt»jv  c  8f  Xryw 
v/uvy  on  s  fii|  fif  iSijrc  c«c  *v 
rj£p  ore  d  cciriir^  cvXoyitftfvoc 
o  cp^ofifvo^  cv  ovofmn  ctopca. 
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SECTION  IX. 

Parable  of  the  leaven, 


t  • 


REMARKS. 


1  The,  nominative  is  not  expressed  here  by  St.  Lukfe,  because 
he  had  us^d  it  in  the  preceding  sentemce. 


,\ 
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'  SECTION  X. 

•  •         • 

» 

Christ's  lamentation  ovgr  the  fate  of  Jerusalem. 


■  * 


«        * 
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REMARKS. 


•  T«  imvn>f  pwat*.  A.  D.  K.  M. 


c  —  etpau  G. 


*  ify  to.  B.  K.  L.  Syr.  Copt.  Arm. 
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Parable  of  the  faithful  and  unfaithful  servants. 


Matth.  xxiv.  45—5 1 . 

» 

'  46.  M«««ptec    o  SbvXoc 

CJCCiVO?,  OV  cX0MV  O  JCVpIO?  OV- 

T8  cvpiicrci  irocavra  ovrwc* 

47*  A/ii|v  Xcyttf  v/itv  on 
•nt  iroac  rot?  virop^mrcv  avre 
*ara?iy<m  cvtov. 
~*  4ft.  Eav  8c  cirp  o  icaicoc 
SovXo?  c#ecivo$  cv  rp  icapSia 
avrov*  ^povcfci  o  jcvpcoc  fnn9 
K.  r.  X. 

50.  'HEa  o  icvptoc  ru  SsXs 
cjccivov  cv  ificpf ,  ri  ov  irpo<r- 
Soica,  cat  cv  wpa  p  ov  yiv«Mr- 
ku  %  jcoi  &^orofiifaci  avrov. 


Luke  xii.  42—48. 

4 

43.  'Marcaptoc  o  SovXoc 
c/cccvpc*  ov  cX0a>v  &  miptoc 
ovrov  cvprfoci  wocsvra  ovr*»c. 

44.  AXi|0a>c  Xryw  v/uv, 
on  cin  irairi  rocc  vwapyaaiv 
avra  jcaracijcm  avrov. 

45.  Eav  $c  cixp  o 
SovXoc  citcivoc  cv   rp  tcap&f 
avrov*  xpovi&i  o  icvptoc  /uo»> 
it.  r.  X. 

46*  *H£«  o  jcvpcoc  T8  SfXs 
cicecvs  cv  itficpa,  p  *  ^rpoaSocf, 
jcot  cv  wpa,  p  8  ycvawjccij  cm 
$t*j£oropv|<m  avrov* 
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SECTION  xr. 
Parable  of  the  faithful  aqd  unfaithful  servants. 


ftEMkR&S. 


4      »  • 


'      r 


*  Instead  of  3»  »  rfc<rj6«*f  and  «»  *  yiMtmi,  both  St*  Matthew 
and  St.  Luke  agree  in  the  same  place  in  using  *  «  «pocA«*,  and 
i  «  yiMivxtiy  according  to  the  rule,  which  grammarians  call  attrac- 
tion. This  is  the  only  verse  throughout  the  whole  Gospel  of  St. 
Matthew,  in  which  this  construction  is  found,  and  therefore  St. 
Matthew's  agreement  with  St.  Luke  in  this  terse  is  the  more  re- 
markable. 
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SECTION  XII. 

i 

.   Parable*of  a  prince,  who  travelled  into  9  distant 

country. 

Matth.  zxv.  14—30.      |      Luke  xix.  1 1—28.     | 

Throughout  the  whole  pf  this  long  section  there  is 
not  a  single  instance  of  verbal  agreement,  except  fa  a 
part  of  one  verse,  Matth,  xxv.  8$.  Luke  xix,  %6\ 
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SECTION  XII. 


Parable  of  a  prince,  who  travelled  into  a  distant 

country. 


REMARKS. 

•In  the  portion  Luke  ix.  51— xviii.  14.  there  are  likewise  se- 
▼eral  sections,  which  St.  Matthew  has  in  detached  parts  of  his  Gos- 
pel, but  in  teiy  different  words.    For  instance, 
. 

Luke  xi.  39—52.      Matth.  xxiii.  4—7.  23—36. 
xif.  1—9.  x.  26— S3, 

xiv.  16—24.  xxii.  1 — 14.  . 

XT.  3—7.  xviii.  12—14. 


*  •  •.  ... 

•  .  .  ...  J  ■>      ' 


RESULT 


m 


Vft  IBS 


PRECEDING  STATEMENT. 


t 

The  preceding  statement  pf  parallel  and  coincident 
passages  from  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark, 
and  Su.  Luke,  exhibits  nftariv  very  remarkable  pheno- 
mena, which  wilt  be  found  of  considerable  use  in  de- 
termining  the  origin  and  composition  of  our  three  first 
Gospels.  But  before  I  point  them  out,  I  will  propose, 
partly  for  the  sake  of  perspicuity,  partly  for  the  sake  of 
brevity,  the  following  notation,  which  may  be  adopted 
in  the  description  of  these  phenomena. 

Let  M  denote  all  those  parts  of  the  xlii.  general 
sections,  which  aire  contained  in  all  three 
Evangelists  \ 

'  a  Though  each  of  the  XLII.  general  sections  contains  a  prin- 
cipal transaction,  which  is  recorded  in  all  three  Gospels,  yet  as 
certain  circumstances  attending  the  same  transaction  are  sometimes 
noted  by  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark,  but  npt  by  St.  Luke,  at  other 
times  by  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke,  but  not  by  St*  Matthew,  at  other 
times  again  by  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke,  but  not  by  St.  Mark, 
it  is  necessary  to  distinguish  those  parts  of  the  XLIL  general  sec- 
tions, which  are  common  to  all  three  Gospels,  from  the  additions, 
which  are  found  in  only  two. — With  the  additions,  which  each 
Evangelist  has  peculiar  to  himself,  we  are  ,at  present  not  concerned, 
because  our  inquiry  now  relates  only  to  a  comparison  of  the  pas- 
sages, which  are  found  in  more  than  one  Gospel*  Of  the  parts, 
which  are  peculiar  to  each  Gospel  notice  will  be  taken  hereafter, 
when  the  phenomena,  not  in  the  verbal  agreement,  but  in  the  con* 
tents  of  the  Gospels,  come  under  consideration. 

.  t 
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Let  a  denote  the  additions  made  to  tt  in  the  Gospels  of 

St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark,  but  not  in  that  of 

St.  Luke. 
j3  the  additions   made   to  H  in  the  Gospels   of 

St  Mark  and  St  Luke,  but  not  in  that  of  St. 

Matthew.  - 

7  the  additions  made  to  {f  in  the  Gospels  of  St 

Matthew  and  St  Luke,  but  not  in  that  of  St 

Mark. 

In  the  preceding  Table  of  parallel  passages, 

K,  with  the  additions  a,  /3,  y,  belong  to  the 

First  Division. 
A  whole   sections   found   in   the  Gospels  of  St 

Matthew  and   St.   Mark,   but  not  in  that  of 

St.    Luke.      These    belong   to    the    Second 
•     Division.  .... 

B  whole  sections    found   in  the  Gospels  of  St 

Mark    and    St   Luke,    but    not    in    that    of 

St.  Matthew.    These    belong    to    the    Third 

Division. 
r  whole  sections  found  in  the  Gospels  of  St 

Matthew  and  St    Luke,  but  not  in    that  of 

St.*  Mark.       These    belong    to    the   Fourth 

Division. 

St.  Matthew's  Gospel  then  contains    N+a+y+A+r 
St.  Mark's  Gospel         -  -        K+a+/3+A+B 

St  Luke's  Gospel         -  -        K+/3+y+B+r 

beside  those  parts 
which,  each  Evan- 
gelist has  peculiar 
to  himself. 

This  notation  being  adopted,  I  wiU  now  point  out 
the  several  remarkable  phenomena  in  the  verbal  agree* 
men*  and  disagreement  of  our  three  first  Gospels,  and 
arrange  them  in  the  order  of  the  four  divisions  above 
stated. 
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FIRST       DIVISION,      CONTAINING     K,     WITH      THE 

-    ADDITIONS  ft,  /3,   y. 

1.  InM: 

a).  We  meet  with  several  examples  in  which 
all  three  Gospels  verbally  coincide:  but 
these  examples  are  not  very  numerous,  and 
contain  in  general  only  one  or  two,  or  at  the 
outside  three  sentences  together. 
b).  The  examples  of  verbal  agreement  in  h 
between  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  are 
very  numerous,  and  several*  of  them  are 
very  long  and  remarkable,  especially  in 
Sect.  XIV.  XXXV.  XXXVIL  XXXVIII. 

xxxix: 

c).  On  the  other  hand,  not  one  of  those  sections, 
which  in  St.  Matthew's ,  Gospel  occupy  dif- 
ferent places  from  those,  which  they  occupy 
in  St.  Mark's  Gospel,  exhibits  a  single  in- 
stance of  verbal  agreement  between  St.  Mat- 
thew and  St.  Mark.  Thus  beside  Sect  V. 
and  XL  there  are  not  less  than  five  suc- 
cessive sections,  namely,  XV.  XVI.  XVII. 
XVIII.  XIX  *•  throughout  which  there  is 
not  a  verbal  agreement  in  any  one  sentence, 
though  Sect.  XIV.  affords  a  very  long 
example  of  close  verbal  coincidence,  and 
Sect.  XX.  likewise  affords  examples.  This 
phenomenon  will  be  more  fully  explained  in 
Ch.  16. 

*  The  five  sections  XV— XIX.  include  that  portion  of  St.  Marl's 
Gospel,  .which  begins  with  ch.  it.  35.  and  ends  with  eh.  vi.  29. 
and  contains  78  verses,  which  is  the  largest  interruption  in  St 
Mark's  verbal  agreement  with  St.  Matthew  throughout  the  whole 
of  St.  Mark's  Gospel:  for  every  other  chapter  besides  ch.  v.  ha* 
one  or  more  instances  of  verbal  agreement  with  St.  Matthew,  as 
may  be  seen  on  turning  to  the  First  and  Second  Divisions,  in  the 
Table  of  parallel  and  coincident  passages. 
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</).  But '  in  no  instance  throughout  ft  does 
St.  Mark  fail  to  agree  verbally  with  St* 
Matthew,  where  St.  Luke  agrees  verbally 
with  St  Matthew. 

e).  There  are  frequent  instances  of  verbal 
agreement  in   K   between  St.  Mark  and 
.St.  Luke :  though  they  are  neither  so  nu- 
merous nor  so  long,  as  those  between  St 
Matthew  and  St  Mark.  , 

/*).  Upon  the  whole,  the  examples  of  verbal 
disagreement  between   St  Mark  and  St 

.  Luke  are  much  more  numerous  than  the 
examples  of  agreement:  yet  throughout 

.     all  K  St  Mark  never  fails  to  agree  verbally 

.  .  with  St  Luke,  where  St  Matthew,  agrees 

verbally  with  St  Luke. 
.g\ .  In  several  sections,  St  Mark's  text  agrees 
in  one  place  with  that  of  St.  Matthew,  in 
another  place  with  that  of  St  Luke,  and 
therefore  appears  at  first  sight  to  be  a  com- 
pound of  both. 

h).  There  is  not  a  single  instance  of  verbal 
coincidence  between  St  Matthew  and  St. 
Luke  only,  throughout  all  N :  for  through- 
out all  K  they  invariably  relate  the  same 
thing  in  different  words,  except  in  the 
passages,  where  both  of  them  agree  at  the 
same  time  with  St  Mark. 

i).  Consequently  in  no  part  of  tt  does  St 
Matthew's  Greek  text  agree  partly  with 
that  of  St  Mark,  and  partly  with  that  of 
.St  Luke,  nor  St  Luke's  text  partly  with 
that  of  St  Matthew,  and  partly  with  that 
of  St  Mark,  as  was  just  observed  of  St 
Mark's  text. 
2.  In  a  St  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  agree  verbally 
in  several  instances,  as  may  be  seen  on 
turning  to  Sect  I.  XIV.  XXI.  XXXV. 
XXXVIII.  XLI.  XLII.    On  the  other 
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that  whatever  supposition  be  the  true  one,  it  most 
account  for  all  these  phenomena,  and  that  a  supposition, 
if  it  does  dot  account  for  these  phenomena,  cannot  be 
the  true  one. 


CHAPTER  Vni. 

THE  SUPPOSITION,    THAT   THE  SUCCEEDING   EVAN- 
•  6ELISTS   COPIED   FROM     THE     PRECEDING,    TRIED 
,    BY  THE  PHENOMENA   IN*  THE  VERBAL  HARMON T 
OF   THE   GOSPELS. 

Let  us  apply  this  criterion  in  the  first  place  to  the 
supposition,  which  many  years  ago  was  very  generally 
received,  '  that  the  succeeding  Evangelists  copied  from 
the  preceding.9 

Lardner,  Eichhorn,  Halfeld,  and  Russwurm,  in  the 
works,  which  have  been  quoted  above,  have  produced 
very  cogent,  and,  as  far  as  I  can  judge,  unanswerable 
arguments  to  prove,  that  the  succeeding  Evangelists, 
in  whatever  order  they  may  be  supposed  to  have  written, 
had  no  knowledge  of  the  writings  of  the  preceding. 
Though  it  is   unnecessary  to  repeat  what  has  -been 
written  by  others,  and  is  likewise  generally  known, 
it  may  be  observed  that  all  their  arguments  are  redu- 
cible to  this  principle,  that  if  one  Evangelist  had  used 
the  Gospel  of  the  other,  the  contents  of  his  own  Gospel 
would  in  many  places  have  been  very  different  from 
what  they  really  are ;  namely,  that  apparent  contra* 
dictions  would  have  been  avoided,  and  that  remarkable 
facts,  circumstances,  determinations  of  time,  &c  ob- 
servable in  the  one,  would  not  have  been  omitted  in 
the  -Other.    But  since  the  supposition,  that  one  Evan- 
gelist copied  from  another,  has  been  adopted  by  so 
many  critics,  in  consequence  of  the  verbal  harmony  of 
the  Evangelists,  it  cannot  be  tried  by  a  fairer  test,  than 
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the  phenomena  in  that  very  harmony,  which  it  is  as* 
sumed  to  explain.  For  if  these  are  such,  as  cannot  be 
explained  by  it,  the  chief  reason  for  our  adoption  of  it 
ceases  to  exist :  and  if  they  are  likewise  incompatible 
with  it,  we  must  conclude  that  the  supposition  is  false. 
In  the  first  place  therefore  we  will  try  that  particular 
supposition,  which  among  all  the  hypotheses  of  this  kind 
has  been  the  best  defended,  that  St.  Mark  made  use  of 
the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  in  the  compo- 
sition of  his  own  Gospel.  On  this  supposition,  wherever 
St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  relate  the  game  thing  in  the 
same  words,  St.  Mark  retained  both  the  matter  and  the 
words  which  had  been  used  by  St  Luke :  but  wherever 
St  Mark  and  St.  Luke  relate  the  same  thing  in  different 
words,  St.  Mark,  though  he  retained  the  matter,  did 
not  retain  the  words,  which  had  been  used  by  St.  Luke, 
but  substituted  others  in  their  stead.  Now  since  St. 
Luke's  Greek  style  is  certainly  preferable  to  that  of  St. 
Mark,  no  reason  can  be  assigned,  why  St.  Mark,  if  he 
sometimes  retained  the  words  of  St.  Luke,  should  at 
other  times  reject  them,  and  use  merely  synonymous  ex- 
pressions, by  which  the  narrative  was  not  rendered  more 
accurate  and  perspicuous  than  it  was  before.  It  could 
not  have  been  St  Mark's  intention  to  keep  his  readers 
in  the  dark  in  respect  to  the  Gospel  or  Gospels,  which 
be  used  in  the  composition  of  his  own,  for  if  he  had,  he 
would  have  retained  in  no  instance  the  wordsof  St.  Luke. 
But  if  this  was  not  his  intention,  he  could  not  have 
proposed  the  least  benefit  to  himself,  any  more  than  to 
bis  readers,  by  an  alteration  of  St.  Luke's  words :  and  it 
is  not  reasonable  to  suppose,  that  any  man  would  volun- 
tarily submit  to  a  labour,  from  which  he  knew,  that 
neither  he  himself  nor  any  one  else  could  derive  the  least 
advantage.  However  I  will  not  insist  on  this  argument, 
since  it  shews  nothing  more  than  the  improbability  that 
St  Mark  made  use  of  St  Luke's  Gospel :  for  one  writer 
may  copy  from  another,  and  sometimes  copy  verbally,  at 
other  times  not,  even  though  we  can  assign  no  reason 
for  his  so  doing. 

VOL.  III.  PART  II.  Y 
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.   Bat  the  following  phenomenon  presents  obstacles  to 
the  supposition,  which  it  is  very  difficult,  if  not  impos- 
sible, to  surmount :  namely,  that  the  examples  of  verbal 
agreement  between  St  Mark  and  St  Luke  are  so  coo- 
fined  to  It,  that  only  one  short  instance  b  to  be  found 
among  the  numerous  additions  0,  and  only  one  among 
the  sections  B,  which  is  likewise  confined  to  a  single 
sentence  \     If  then  we  attempt  to  explain  the  examples 
of  verbal  agreement,  in  the  Gospels  of  St  Mark  and 
St  Luke*  on  the  supposition  that  in  those  instances  St 
Mark  copied  verbally  from  St   Luke,  and  the  ex- 
amples, in  which  they  relate  the  same  thing  in  different 
words,  on  the  supposition  that  in  those  instances  St 
Mark  retained  the  matter  but  rejected  the  words  of  St 
Luke,  we  must  necessarily  suppose  that  St  Mark  was 
able  to  distinguish  the  additions  /3,  and  the  sections  B, 
in  St  Luke's  Gospel,  from  K,  and  that  he  purposely 
avoided  verbal  transcription  in  j3  and  B,  though  he  fire* 
quently  transcribed  verbally  in  K :  for  the  additions  £ 
and  B,  as  well  as  the  examples  of  verbal  agreement  be- 
tween St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  in  tf,  are  too  numerous 
to  admit  the  supposition  that  mere  accident  could  have 
produced  the  effect  in  questiou.    But  0,  B,  and  tt  are 
so  interwoven  with  each  other,  as  well  in  the  Gospel  of 
3t  Luke,  as  in  the  Gospel  of  St  Mark,  that  no  one, 
who  reads  their  Gospels  singly  can  possibly  distinguish 
them  :  for  they  are  portions,  which  we  have  separated 
from  each  other  by  ny  other  process,  than  by  a  collation 
q£  §t  Luke's  Gospel,  nob  only  with  that  of  St  Matthew, 
but  likewise  with  that  of  St  Mark.     How  then,  it  may 
be  asked,  could  St  Mark,  before  his  own  Gospel  ex- 
isted, have  made  such  an  an?ly*is  ?  It  must  be  granted 
however  that  there  was  one  method*  and  one  method 
only,  by  which,,  from  a  comparison  of  the  Gospels  only 
of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke,  he  might  have  made  such 
distinctions  as  might  afterwards  have  led  him  to  the 
distinctions  in  question-     Before  St  Mark  had  written 

e  The  cause  of  each  of  these  single  exceptions  will  ba 
hereafter. 
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his  GoBptl,  j3  and  B  were  a  part  of  the  matter,  whi4*> 
was  peculiar  to  the  Gospel  of  St,  Lukef:  and  ift$K 
Mark  derived  the  materials  of  bis  own  Gospel,  according 
to  the  present  suj>positioi>,  partly  from  that  of  St  IVlat-* 
thew,  partly  from  that  of  St  Luke*  the  insertions  /3,  and 
the  entire  sections  B  were  those  particular  passages, 
which  St.  Mark  selected  oat  of  the  matter,  which  was 
peculiar  to  St  Luke's  Gospel.  If  then  St.  Mark  really 
made  such  an  accurate  collation  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel 
with  that  of  St  Matthew,  as  enabled  him  tonoteirt 
the  former  not  only  all  the  larger  portions,  which  wett 
peculiar  to  St  Luke,  but  likewise  each  single  sentence, 
which  St.  Luke  had  more  than  St.  Matthew  in  the  por* 
ttons  common  to  both,  he  had  it  in  his  power  to  dis*. 
tinguish  them  from  the  other  matter,  which  he  copied 
from  St.  Luke's  Gospel,  so  as  to  be  enabled  to  avoid,  if 
he  chose  it,  literal  transcription  in  j3  and  B.  But  thai 
St.  Mark  made  such  an  accurate  collation,  as  would  have 
been  necessary  to  answer  this  purpose  is  not  very  credi* 
blc.  Besides,  if  it  be  admitted  that  St  Mark  had  made 
such  a  collation,  and  that  he  had  noted  in  bis  copy  of  St' 
Luke's  Gospel  all  the  passages,  which  were  not  in  St. 
Matthew's  Gospel,  in  the  number  of  which  passages  /3 
«id  B  were  included,  it  is  inconceivable  that  St  Mark; 
who  frequently  agrees  word  for  word  with  St.  Luke  in 
K,  where  St.  Matthew  likewise  has  the  same  matter  btrt 
in  different  words,  should  make  it  a  rule,  when£vgr  hi 
came  to  any  ode  of  the  additions  |9  and  B,  where  St 
Matthew  deserted  him,  and  he  could  only  derive  asgtfM 
•nee  from  St  Luke,  to  reject  the  words  of  St  Luke, 
and  to  relate  the  same  thing  in  different  words  «.  If  St. 


'  Namely  among  our  three-  first  canonical  Gospels,  with  which 
alone  we  are  at  present  concerned. 

9  See  for  instance  Sect.  VI.  VII.  X.  of  the  First  Dmsion.  Each 
of  these  sections  exhibits  example&of  yerbal  agreement  hetween  St* 
Mark  and  St.  Luke  in  *,  and  ofverbal  disagreement  in  0.  The  latter 
mate  Mark  i>  45.  Lukb  v,  15, 16.— Mark  ii.  4.  lake  v.  19.— Mark 
iii.  9.  Luke  ti.  8.  If  St.  MsA  copied  any  where  from  St.  Luke,  n£  ' 
certainly  copied  from  hhn  in  these  three  sections ;  and  acconimfiQ^  * 

Y  2  ' 
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Hark,  instead  of  differing  in  words  from  St  Luke  in  0 
and  B,  had  generally  agreed  with  him,  the  supposition, 
that  be  copied  partly  from  St  Matthew  and  partly  from 
St  Luke,  might  account  for  it,  because  it  might  be 
reasonably  supposed,  that,  where  St,  Mark  could  derive 
no  assistance  from  St  Matthew,  he  would  adhere  the 
more  closely  to  St.  Luke.  But  for  this  very  reason,  the 
supposition  cannot  possibly  account  for  the  phenome- 
non, that  in  the  numerous  examples,  in  which  St  Mark 
has  matter  in  common  with  St  Luke  only,  the  same 
matter  is  delivered  in  very  different  words.  The  exam- 
ples of  verbal  agreement  therefore  between  St  Mark  and 
St  Luke,  as  well  as  the  examples  of  disagreement  must 
be  ascribed  to  some  other  cause:  for  they  are  effects, 
which  the  cause  in  question  would  not  have  produced. 

If  instead  of  supposing,  that  St.  Mark  copied  from 
St.  Luke,  we  suppose,  as  was  formerly  imagined,  that 
St.  Luke  copied  from  St  Mark,  we  are  exposed  to  the 
same  difficulties  as  before :  for  the  arguments  on  this 
subject,  which  have  been  applied  to  St  Mark,  may  be 
applied  also  to  St  Luke  by  only  exchanging  the  names. 

Further,  since  neither  St  Mark  copied  from  St.  Luke, 
nor  St.  Luke  from  St  Mark,  St  Luke  cannot  have 
copied  from  St.  Matthew,  because  St  Luke  has  in  no 
instance  a  verbal  agreement  with  St  Matthew  through- 
out all  N*  except  where  St  Mark  likewise  agrees  ver- 
bally with  St.  Matthew :  and  this  is  an  effect,  which 
oould  not  have  been  produced,  if  St  Luke  had  copied 
figm  St.  Matthew,  unless  in  conjunction  with  St  Mat- 
thew's  Gospel  either  St  Luke  bad  used  St.  Mark's,  or 
St  Mark  St  Lukes  Gospel.  For  though  it  is  possible! 
I  will  not  say  probable,  that  St  Luke,  if  he  used  the 
Gospels  both  of  St.  Matthew  and  of  St-  Mark,  made 
it  a  rule,  never  to  transcribe  verbally  from  St  Matthew 

Dr.  Griesbach's  scheme  stated  above  in  Ch.  3.  the  whole  portio% 
Mark  i.  40.  iii.  6.  in  which  Sect.  VI.  VII.  X.  are  included,  wit 
taken  by  St.  Mark  from  Lnke  v.  12.  vi.  11.  Umt  in  those  three 
•Actions  St.  Mark  verbally  agrees  with  St.  Luke  in  many  passages  of 
IV  but  has  a  totally  different  text  in  0,  though  the  same  matter  is 
common  to  both,  must  be  owing  to  some  cause  not  hitherto  assigned 
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in  tt,  except  where  St.  Mark  bad  done  so,  *>r  that  St. 
Mark,  if  he  used  the  Gospels  both  of  St.  Matthew  and* 
of  St.  Luke,  determined  always  to  transcribe  verbally 
from  St  Matthew  in  K,  where  St.  Luke  had  done  so,: 
in  either  of  which  cased  the  effect  in  question  would  have 
been  produced*  yet  if  neither  St.  Mark  made  use  of  St. 
Luke's  Gospel,  nor  St  Luke  of  St  Mark's  Gospel,  they 
had  no  clue,  which  could  lead  them  to  those  particular 
passages,  in  which  both  of  them  coincide  with  St  Mat- 
thew. And  no  one  can  ascribe  it  to  mere  accident,  that 
St.  Luke,  who  in  y  and  T  has  so  remarkable  a  coinci- 
dence with  St.  Matthew,  should  in  no  instance  through- 
out all  tt,  if  he  had  St  Matthew's  Gospel  lying  before 
hires  transcribe  from  St.  Matthew,  except  where  St 
Mark  had  transcribed  ;  or  that  St  Mark,  who  differs 
verbally  from  St  Matthew  much  more  frequently,  than 
he  agrees  with  him,  should  in  no  instance  neglect  to 
transcribe  verbally  from  St  Matthew,  where  St.  Luke 
had  verbally  transcribed.  But  it  has  been  shewn,  that 
neither  St  Mark  copied  from  St  Luke,  or  St.  Luke 
from  St  Mark.  Consequently,  St  Luke  cannot  have 
copied  from  St  Matthew :  for,  if  he  had,  the  effect  in 
question  would  not  have  been  produced. 

Again,  since  St  Mark  did  not  use  the  Gospel  of  St 

Luke,  nor  St  Luke  the  Gospels  either  of  St.  Mark  or 

of  St  Matthew,  St  Mark  likewise  cannot  have  used 

the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  because  he  never  fails  to 

agree  verbally  with  St  Matthew  in  ft,  where  St.  Luke 

agrees  verbally  with  St.  Matthew.     For  if  St.  Mark 

had  copied  from  the  Gospel  of  St  Matthew,  it  would 

not  have  been  in  his  power,  in  every  instance  to  copy 

verbally,  where  St.  Matthew  had  a  verbal  agreement 

with  St.  Luke,  unless  he  had  known  what  those  instances 

were ;  and  this  knowledge  could  not  have  been  obtained 

without  a  comparison  of  St  Matthew's  Gospel  with  that 

of  St.  Luke,  of  which  St  Mark  made  no  use,  as  has 

been  already  shewn  h. 

*  The  arguments  here  used,  relate  only  to  the  Greek  Gospel  of  St. 
Matthew ;  and  shew,  that  if  St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Greek,  his  Gospel 
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It  appears,  then,  that  Si*  Mark  canont  have  copied 
4Mbec  from  St  Matthew  or  from  St  Luke*  and  that  St. 
fcuke  cannot  have  copied  either  from  St  Matthew  or 
from  St.  Mask.  The  only  remaining  supposition  thnte- 
fore  is,  that  St  Matthew  copied  front  St  Mark  and 
from  St  Luke;  To  this  supposition  (which,  however, 
leaves  the  examples  of  verbal  agreement  between  St. 
Mark  and  St  Luke  unci  plained,  and  is  therefore  kisuf* 
ficient  for  our  present  purpose ')  the  phagaoanena  hitherto 
mentioned  in  thie  section  present  no  obstacles.  Bat 
there  is  aoGftier  phenomenon  in  Che  verbal  agreement 
and  disagreement  between  St*  Matthew  and  St  Mark, 
which  though  not  absolutely  incompatible  with  the  sop* 
petition,  that  St  Matthew  made  use  of  St.  Marie's  Got* 
pel,  is  not  very  easy  to  be  recanqiled  with  it  and  at  asy 
rate  cannot  be  explained  hy  it  This  phenomenon  is, 
that, '  though  St  Matthew  and  St  Mark  have  in  so 
many  places  a  very  dose  verbal  agreement,  not  one  of 

was  not.  used  at  all  either  bj  St  Mark  or  fay  St.  Luke,  and  that  if  to 
wrote  in  Hebrew,  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  made*  no  use  of  the  Greek 
translation.  They  da  not,  however,  prove  that,  if  St.  Matthew  wrote 
fn  Hebrew,  his  Hebrew  Gospel  was  not  used  either  by  St.  Mark  or  by 
St.  Luke,  But  the  supposition,  that  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  used  only 
the  Ffebrtm  Gospel  or  St.  Matthew,  csjanot  possibly  account  for  the 
very  long  and  very  remarkable  instances  of  verbal  agreement  in,  their 
Gospels  with  the  Greek  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew.  The  supposition, 
therefore,  is  useless,  when  the  question  relates  to  the  verbathannwj 
of  the  E«angeliBtt.<  It  toaj  be  asked:  does  any  other  reason  exat  for 

the  adoption  of  this  supposition  I  Now  if  any  such  reasoa  daes  aria, 
it  can  be  only  this '  that  the  phenomena  ia  the  contents  of  our  three 
first  Gospels  may  be  explained  hv  it.  But  in  whatever  language  we 
consider  the  first  of  our  canonical  Gospels,  whether  we  consider  h  * 
Greek,  or  as  Hebrew,  she  supposition  that  it  was  used  by  St  Muk 
or  by  St.  Luk«,  though  it.ajay  account  for  matter  which  thqj have 
in  common  with  St.  Matthew,  is  so  far  from  accounting  for  the  phe- 
nomenon, that  St.  Matthew  has  so  much  important  matter,  whkti  a 
wholly  unnoticed  by  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  that  it  is  dfficdt,  if 
not  impossiDle,  to  reconcile  the  supposition  with  UffephattieaMnoB, 
which  ought  to  be  esplajsed  by  it,  Same  olfee*  cause  therefore  m*M 
be  sought ;  for  the  cause  in  question  will  not  answer  the  purpose. 

*  Thai  St.  Matthew  used  the  Gospels  both  of  St.  Mark  and  of  St 
Lake  ialikewisa  a  disposition,  wfciafr  eo  aaa  hasasjer  made  *  and 
thairafefa  it  it  almas*  uwseaassarji  to  opafaie  if, 
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tbotfe  sections,  which  in  St  Mark's  Gospel  occupy  dif- 
ferent places  from  those  which  they  occupy  in  St  Mat- 
thew's, exhibits  ft  single  instance  of  verbal  agreement 
Thiis  beside  Sect  V.  and  XL  theft  fere  not  less  than  five 
successive  rations  in  St  Mark's  Gospel,  namely,  Sect 
XV,  XVI.  XVII.  XVIII.  XIX.  throughout  all  of 
which  there  is  not  an  instance  of  terbal  agreement  in 
arfy  tone  sentence,  though  in  Sect.  XIV.  which  imme- 
diately precedes,  and  in  Sect.  XX.  which  immediately 
Jbltowe,  we  mefct  with  examples  of'  verbal  agreement, 
especially  in  Sect  XIV.  where  there  is  a  very  remarkable 
Due.    The  five  sections,  XV — XiX.  include  that  por- 
tion of  St  Mark's  Gospel,  which  begins  with  ch.  iv.  3JL 
and  *nds  with  cb.  vi.  20. :  they  contain  78  verses,  ami 
46nslitorfe  by  much  the  longest  interruption  in  St  Mark's 
verbal  agreement  with  St.  Matthew,  throughout  the 
*hofe  of  St.  Mark's  Gospel ;  for  every  other  chapter, 
besides  ch*  v.  has  one  or  more  examples  of  verbal  agree- 
ment with  St.  Matthew  \    If  St.  Matthew  then,  made 
use  of  St  Mark's  Gospel,  and  wrote  in  Greek  as  must 
be  now  Supposed,    for   otherwise  the   hypothesis  in 
question  cannot  explain  the  verbal  agreement  between 
the  two  Gospels,  the  circamstance,  that  throughout  all 
those  sections,  to  Which  St  Matthew  assigned  a  different 
place  in  his  dwn  Gospel,  from  that  which  they  occupied 
in  St  Mark's,  he  has,  in  no  instance,  a  verbal  agreement 
with  St  Mark»  cannot  well  be  ascribed  to  an  accidental 
inattention  to  St  Mark's  Gospel  in  those  sections,  or,  in 
other  words,  to  a  neglect  of  it  on  the  part  of  St.  Matthew, 
without  some  determinate  cause.     It  is  true,  that  St. 
Mark,  throughout  the  whole  portion,  ch.  iv.  35 — vi.  29. 
no  more  agrees  verbally  with  St*  Luke,  than  he  does 
with  St  Matthew  :  but  this  is  not  at  all  extraordinary, 
because  neither  St  Mark  copied  from  St.  Luke,  nor  St. 
Luke  from  St.  Mark.    And  even  if  St  Mark  bad  made 
use  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel,  or  St  Luke  of  St.  Mark's 
Gospel,  their  want  of  verbal  agreement  in  this  portion 
•  »  » 

k  See  the  Table  of  parallel  and  cotacideiH  p&togt*:  the  First 
Division,  and  the  Second  Division. 
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could  no  more  afford  just  matter  of  surprise,  than  their 
want  of  verbal  agreement  in  other  places :  first,  because 
there  are  other  very  long  portions  in  St.  Mark's  Gospel, 
as  ch.  vi.  43 — viii.  40.  consisting  of  8 1  verses,  and  ch. 
xiv.  25.  to  the  end  of  St  Mark's  Gospel,  consisting  of 
114  verses,  in  which  there  is  not  a  single  instance  of 
verbal  agreement  between  St   Mark  arid  St  Luke, 
whereas  ho  such  long  interruptions  take  place  in  St; 
Mark's  verbal  agreement  with  St.  Matthew  :  secondly, 
because  their  want  of  verbal  agreement  extends  much 
further  than  the  portion,  Mark  iv.  35— vi.  29.  for  not 
only  the  preceding  part  of  ch.  iv.  but  likewise  all  that 
precedes  in  ch.  iii.  after  ver.  5.  affords  no  example  of 
verbal  agreement   between   St.  Mark  and   St  Luke, 
whereas  the  seven  successive  verses,  Mark  iv.  3—P. 
agree  almost  word  for  word  with  St.  Matthew :  thirdly, 
because  St.  Mark's  arrangement  in  ebb  iv.  35 — vi.  S&. 
is  the  same  (as  it  is  in  general)  with  that  of  St  Luke, 
and  therefore  his  want  of  verbal  agreement  with  St  Luke 
in  that  portion,  no  more  excites  particular  attention,  or 
leads  us  to  seek  a  particular  cause  of  the  interruption, 
than  their  want  of  verbal  agreement  in  the  two  other  long 
portions,  ch.  vi.  43 — viii.  40.  and  cb.  xiv.  25.  to  the 
end  of  St.  Mark's  Gospel,  whereas  the  interruption  of 
St.  Mark's  verbal  agreement  with  St.  Matthew  through- 
out, ch.  iv.  35— vi.  2<).  necessarily  does  lead  us  to  seek 
a  particular  cause  for  it,  not  only  because  it  includes  five 
sections,  which  in  St  Mark's  Gospel  have  a  different 
arrangement  from  that  which  they  have  in  St  Matthews, 
but  because  in  the  two  remaining  of  these  inverted 
sections,  namely,  Sect  V\  and  XL  there  are  likewise  no 
examples  of  verbal  agreement  between  St.  Matthew  and 
St  Mark.     We   must  suppose   then,   either  that  St 
Matthew  purposely  avoided  literal  transcription  from  St 
Mark's  Gospel  in  the  sections,  to  which  be  assigned  a 
different  place  in  his  own,  or  that  he  was  impelled  by 
some  necessity.     But  we  can  assign  no  motive,  which 
could  have  induced  St.  Matthew  to  reject  purposely  the 
words  of  St  Mark  in  these  sections :  for  since  he  has  the 
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greatest  part  of  St.  Mark's  matter,  though  he  has  plao#d 
the  several  narratives  in  a  different  order,  the  neve 
arrangement  by  no  means  rendered  it  necessary,  tltat 
each  narrative  should  be  delivered  in  a  new  set  of  words; 
If  St  Matthew  had  agreed  verbally  in  any  of  these 
sections  with  St.,  Luke,  it  might  hbve  been  supposgjfc 
that  he  deserted  St.  Mark,  because  he  followed  St.  Luke  V 
but  not  one  of  these  sections  exhibits  a  single  instance 
of  verbal  agreement  between  St  Matthew  and  St.  Luke, 
it  being  an  invariable  rule,  that  St. Matthew  never  agrees 
verbally  with  St  Luke  throughout  all  K,  except  where 
he  agrees  with  St.  Mark.  Shall  we  conclude  then  that 
St  Matthew  did  not  observe  in  what  part  of  St  Mark's 
Gospel  these  sections  were  contained,  sipce  they  occuptal 
different  places  from  those,  which  they  occupy  in  Ins 
own,  and  that  he  thus  abstained  from  the  uoe^f  St. 
Mark's  Gospel  through  necessity  ?  Now  if  we  had  ,set 
out  with  the  supposition  that  St  Matthew  wrote  his 
Gospel  in  Hebrew,  we  might  certainly  take  for  granted 
that  the  Greek  translator  of  it  would  have  found  difiqndty 
in  discovering  in  St  Mark's  Gospel  the  sections,  vmlch 
occupied  in  it  different  places  from  those,  which  thqp 
occupied  in  St  Matthew's.  But  St  Matthew  himself 
the  author  of  the  Gospel,  could  not  have  met  with  any 
such  difficulty,  because  before  be  had  written  his  Gospel 
the  difference  in  question  did  not  exist,  and  it  was  en- 
tirely at  St  Matthew's  own  option,  whether  he  should 
retain  or  reject  the  arrangement,  which  he  found  in  St 

Mark. Whoever  therefore  attempts  to  explain  the 

verbal  agreement  and  disagreement  between  the  Gfcek 
text  of  St.  Matthew  and  St  Mark,  on  the  supposgiqp 
that  St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Greek,  and  that  he  some- 
times copied  verbally  from  St.  Mark,  but  not  at  other 
times,  will  be  exposed  to  difficulties,  which  it  ^impos- 
sible to  remove. 

But  if  we  cannot  suppose  that  St.  Matthew  copied 
from  St.  Mark,  we  cannot  suppose  that  he  copied  from, 
St.  Luke,  because  throughout  all  K  he  never.agrees  ver- 
bally witft  St.  Luke,  except  where  St.'  Markfeagrees 
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could  no  more  afford  just  matter  qjT  |  fld  St 

want  of  verbal  agreement  in  othef  {  |  aed  the 

there  are  other  very  long  portiof  £  |  $  without 

as  ch.  vi.  43 — viii.  40.  consr|f  f  ? 

xiv.  25.  to  the  end  of  St  J^  fc  £  ^  -  appear* 

114  verses,  in  which  ^l\it^ 

verbal  agreement  betw'//||  W  / 

whereas  no  such  lonf// jf  £/  j  * 

Mark's  verbal  agreerj|  *  £> 

because  their  want  * ■  ^  is  f  * 

further  than  the  r  <  £  * 

only  the  preced  j  J  *ER  IX. 

precedes  in  ch  j:j 

verbal  agreey .'  that  the  three  first  evan- 

whereas  thr         4    use   of  a   common  greek  do* 

agree  aim'      .hied  b*  the  PhAnom^na   ik  the 

because       habUony  of  the  gospels. 

is  the  ' 


and  t'  attempt  to  explain  the  verbal  harmony,  on  the 

in  f'Apition,  not  that  one  Evangelist  used  the  Gospel  of 

lecher,  but  that  all  three  used  in  common  the  same 

*  £tek  document  or  documents,  we  shall  likewise  expose 

^rselves  to  difficulties,  which  it  b  impossible  to  sur- 

pount.    For  this  supposition,  like  the  preceding,  aot 

/      only  leaves  the  numerous   examples  unexplained,  in 

/ "       which  the  same  thing  is  related  in  different  but  synoay- 

/        mouv  expressions,  but  is  incapable  of  accounting  for  the 

/  pfaenomeAa  in  the  verbal  harmony  itself.  For  if  St  Mat* 

Ibew,  St  Mark,  and  St  Luke  had  transcribed  from  the 

samp  Greek  document,  it  would  have  been  absolutely 

fltapossibte^  that 'in  the  matter,  common  to  all  three, 

St  Matthew  and  St  Luke  should  agree  kt  retaining  the 

words  of  this  document,  m  those  passages  only,  where  St 

Mark  fcad  retained  the  words '  of  it,  or  that  St.  Marl 

should  neglect  in  no  instance  to  retain*  the  wortfs  of  ft, 

wheigf  St  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  had  retained  ffaem l. 

i  If  il  be  supposed  that  St*  Matthew  -wrote  in  Hebrew,  **<!** 
cspkua#ie  verbafagreemeat  between  the  Greek  te&te  £6t  Matthew 
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MNH&ena  which  are  irreeoncfleeble  with 

*  ^acomwonGrw/rdocom^tn;  Besides* 

%  xiy  of  our  three  first  Gospels  had 

>;    ^  ^use,  the  examples!  in  which  alt 

/%,  Uy  coincide,  must  have  been 

'-/•^  ^n  they  really  are.     Lastly, 

7  v?   y*^  «Aw                          uomena,   which  are  inexpli* 

\>y  %     T±r  A  •    ^Ut  *****    ^aS    ^eI1    al^^ft^y 

'  V '  <-  ^  .aew,  that  it  is  inadmissible. 


<* 


CHAPTER  X. 


uE  HYPOTHESIS,  THAT  OUR  THREE  FIRST  GOS?JL$ 
CONTAIN  THREE  GREEK  TRANSLATIONS  HADE 
INDEPENDENTLY  OF  EACH  OTHER  FROH  THE 
SAME  "HEBREW  ORIGINAL,  TRIED  BY  THE  PIIiE^O- 
MENA  IN  THE  VERBAL  HARMONY  OF  THE  GOSPELS. 

Since  the  phenomena  in  the  verbal  harmony  o£  our 
three  first  Gospels  are  explicable,  neither  on  the  sup- 
position, that  the  succeeding  Evangelists  copied  from 
the  preceding*  nor  on  the  supposition*,  that  all  three 
made  use  of  the  same  Qreek  document,  it  remains  oniy 
that  we  tey  whether  the  hypothesis  of  a  common  Hebrew 
or  Chaldu  document  will  answer  the  purpose.  This 
hypothesis  may  be  represented  in  a  great  variety  of 
forms,  $nd  therefore  it  will  be  necessary  to  try  them  all, 
far  one  of  them  may  answer  the  purpose,  though  ano- 
ther does  not 

end  St.  Mark,  and  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke,  on  the  supposition 
that  St.  Matthew's  translator  used  the  same  Greek  document,  as 
was  used  by  St.  Marie  and  St.  Luke,  the  argument  here  used  is 
equally  applicable  to  St.  Matthew's  translator.  For  if  thfef xamples 
of  Terbal  agreement  betwe^v  H*  Gf eek  texts-  of  St.  M  att&ew  ana  St. 
Luke  were  awing  to  the  circumstance,  the!  &,  Matthew's  translator 
as  w$ll  ar  St,  Luke  retained,  the  words  of  the  Greek  doosment  m 
those  places,  it  is  incredible;  that  he  sheeld  aidha  instance  have  re-, 
tained  the  words  of  that  Greek  dqewneat,  where  Sfc  Lake  had  re- 
tained them,  except  where  Sw  Mark  likewise  had  retained  them. 
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qprbally  with  St.  Luke,  and  therefor^  if  he  used  Si 
Luke's  Gospel  at  all,  be  could  not  have  confined  the 
torbal  agreement  to  those  particular  passages,  without 
tile  intervention  of  St.  Mark's  Gospel. 

.From  what  has. been  said  in  this  Section  it  appear* 
Alt  wp  must  ascribe  the  verbal  harmony  in  our  three 
first -Gospels  to  some  other  cause  than, '  that  the  suc- 
ceeding Evangelists  copied  from  the  preceding*' 

♦ 
CHAPTER  IX. 

§ 

ttgs  supposition,  that  the  three  first  evan- 
gelists WADE  USE  OF  A  COMMON  GREEK  DO- 
CQtylfcflV  TRIED  BT  THE  PHjfetfOMfcfcA  IK  THE 
VERBAL   HARMONY   OF  THE   GOSPELS. 

§w  we  attetopt  to  explain  the  verbal  harmony,  on  the 
sofptsition,  not  that  one  Evangelist  used  the  Gospel  of 
the  other,  but  that  all  three  used  in  common  the  same 
Breek  document  or  documents,  we  shall  likewise  expose 
tfbrselves  to  difficulties,  which  it  is  impossible  to  sur- 
mount. For  this  supposition,  like  the  preceding,  aot 
only  leaves  the  numerous  examples  unexplained,  in 
which  the  same  thing  is  related  in  different  but  synony- 
mous expressions,  but  is  incapable  of  accounting  for  Ae 
phssnomeAa  in  the  verbal  harmony  Itself.  For  if  St  Mafr 
ihew,  St  Mark,  and  St  Luke  bad  transcribed  from  the 
sartU 'Greek  document,  it  would  have  been  absolutely 
ibj*)$siMe%  that 'in  the  matter,  common  to  fcS  three, 
Wl  Matthew  and  St  Luke  should  agree  \tt  retaining  the 
words  of  this  document,  m  those  passages  only,  where  St 
Mark  fad  retained  the  words '  of  it,  or  that  St.  ftfftrt 
sho^N  neglect  in  no  instance  to  retain*  the  woifh  of  k, 
whe«f  St  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  had  rttaifterf  ftieto  \ 


iff  it  be  a*pp*6ed  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  ia  HetoftV  sad.  we 
espttatfte  verbtf agreement  between  the  Greek  te&t»£BuNatil>er 
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These  are  phenomena  which  are  irreeoncfleeble  with 
the  supposition  of  a  cotmnon  Greek  document.  Besides; 
if  the  verbal  harmooy  of  oar  three  first  Gospels  bad 
been  owing  to  this  cause,  the  examples!  in  which  aft 
three  Evangelists  verbally  coincide,  must  have  been 
much  more  numerous,  than  they  really  are*  Laqflfc 
there  are  several  other  phenomena,  which  are  kiex™*- 
cable  on  this  supposition :  but  what  has  been  already 
saic^  is  sufficient  to  shew,  that  it  is  inadmissible. 
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The  hypothesis,  thai*  ova  three,  first  Gos?f  L5 

CONTAIN  THREE  GREEK  TRANSLATIONS  HADE 
INDEPENDENTLY  OF  EACH  OTHER  FflPffc  THE 
SAME  ^HEBREW  ORIGINAL,  TRIED  BY  THE  PHjfro- 
MENA  IN  THE  VERBAL  HARMONY  OF  THE  GOSPELS* 

Since  the  phenomena  in  the  verbal  harmony  qi  our 
three  first  Gospels  are  applicable*  neither  on  tHk#upt- 
position,  that  the  succeeding  Evangelists  copied  from 
the  preceding,  nor  on  the  supposition  that  aU  three 
made  use  pf  the  same  Qreek  document,  it  remains  only 
that  we  tiy  whether  the  hypothesis  of  a  common  Hebrew 
or  Chaldu  document  will  answer  the  purpose.  This 
hypothesis  may  be  represented  in  a  great  variety  of 
forms,  and  therefore  it  will  be  necessary  to  try  them  all, 
far  one  of  them  may  answer  the  purpose,  though  ano- 
ther does  not 

Sod  St*  Mark,  and  St.  Matthew  and  SW  Luke,  on  the  supposition 
that  St.  Matthew's  translator  used  the  same  Greek  document^iM 
was  used  by  St.  Marie  and  St.  Luke,  the  argument  here  used  is 
equally  applicable  to  St.  Matthew^  translator.  For  if  thyxamples 

ttffiw 


of  yerbal  agreement  betvecp\ttte  Greek  text*  of  St.  Mattnw  ana  St. 
Luke  were  owing  to  toerir^untfapre,  that  3u  Matthew's  tiMfcslator 
as  well  as  St,  Luke  retained,  tba  word*  of  th*  Greek  document  in 
those  places,  it  is  incredWejthat  ha  she*ld  ku nei  instance  have  ra-, 
tained  the  words  of  that  Greek  dQCWpaat,  where  St*  Luke  had  re- 
Jejned  theft  except  where  St,  Mark  likewise  had  retained  them. 
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The  form,  which  Eichhorti  has  adopted,  is  the  fol- 
lowing :  '  our  three  first  Gospils  contain  three  Greek 
translations  mad*  from  the  same  Hebrew  original  and 
independently  of  each  other*? 

But  this  supposition  is  likewise  incapable  of  explain- 
ing the  verbal  harmony  of  our  three  first  Gospels :  for 
in  the  first  place,  no  two  translators  of  the  same  original 
will  agree  for  whole  sentences  .together  both  in  the  choice 
and  in  the  position  of  their  words,  and  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  produce  the  same  text,  unless  their  translations 
have  some  connexion  with  each  other.  Compare  only 
Mark  xiii.  1 3 — 32.  in  Sect  XXXV.  with  the  parallel 
portion  in  St  Matthew's  Gospel,  and  see  whether  it  is 
possible  for  two  independent  translators  to  produce  two 
such  similar  texts  for  twenty  verses  together  \  In  these 
twenty  verses  the  texts  of  St  Matthew  and  St  Mark 
might  really  pass  for  one  and  the  same  text,  in  which  a 
multiplication  of  copies  had  produced  a  few  trifling  de- 
viations :  at  least  they  do  not  differ  more  from  each 
other,  than  each  differs  from  itself  in  different  manu- 
scripts. Even  where  one  author  professedly  copies 
from  another,  or  two  authors  professedly  copy  from  a 
third,  how  frequently  does  it  happen,  that  an  author's  * 
own  copy  contains  deviations  from  the  work  of  which  ' 
he  intends  to  give  a  literal  transcript?  A  few  trifling  de- 
viations therefore  will  no  more  prove,  that  the  two  texts 
were  formed  independently  of  each  other,  than  the  dif- 
ferences between  Robert  Stephen's  quotations  from  his  I 
Codex  j3  and  Wetstein's  quotations  from  his  Codex  D 
will  prove  that  j3  and  D  denote  two  different  manuscripts. 

Whoever  thinks  it  possible,  that  two  texts  so  closely 
allied  could  have  been  formed  independently  of  each 
other,  or  that  they  had  two  independent  translations, 

■  In  the  Dissertation  above  quoted,  p.  784. 

■  In  St.  Mark's  text  there  is  no  interruption  in  the  verbal  coinci- 
dence, though  there  is  in  St.  Matthew's,  in  those  places  where  the 
latter  has  more  than  the  former.  For  an  instance  of  verbal  agree- 
ment between  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  see  Sect.  XXVI.  and  for  an 
instance  of  verbal  agreement  between  St*  Matthew  aft  St.  bike* 
see  the  Fourth  Division,  Sect.  V. 
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will  be  easily  convinced  of  the  contrary  by  only  trans<- 
lating  a  page  of  3  Greek  or  Latin  author,  of  which  he 
had  seen  no  translation,  and  then  comparing  his  own 
translation  with  a  translation  already  made.  Even 
when  one  translator  is  well  acquainted  with  the  transla- 
tion of  his  predecessor,  their  translations  will  not  coin- 
cide for  many  sentences  together,  unless  the  one,  in- 
stead of  translating  for  himself,  copies  merely  from  the 
other.  1  will  instance  only  Dr.  Doddridge  and  Dr. 
Campbell,  and  compare  their  translations  of  Luke  i.  1. 
with  each  other,  and  with  our  common  version. 


COMMON    VERSION. 

Forasmuch  as  many  have  taken  in  hand,  to  set  forth 
in  order  a  declaration  of  those  things,  which  are  most 
surely  believed  among  us. 

boddridge's  version. 

Whereas  many  have  undertaken  to  compose  the  his- 
tory of  those  facts,  which  have  been  confirmed  among 
us. 

Campbell's  version. 

Forasmuch  as  many  have  undertaken  to  compose  a 
narrative  of  those  things  which  have  been  accomplished 
among  us. 

Instances  may  likewise  be  produced  from  one  and  the 
same  version,  in  which  the  same  Greek  text  is  differently 
rendered  in  different  places.  Thus  Christ's  censure  of 
the  Pharisees,  which  is  related  by  St.  Mark,  ch.  xii. 
38— -40.  and  by  St  Luke,  ch.  xx.  46 — 47*  in  almost 
the  same  words,  appears  in  our  common  English  version, 
under  a  very  different  form  in  St  Luke's  Gospel,  from 
that  under  which  it  appears  in  St.  Mark's. 
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Greek  expressions- 

used  both  by  St. 

Marie  and  by 

St.  Luke. 
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Translations  of 

them  in  St. 
Mark'*  Gospel* 


xo*  *Tf«flo«a0iJ|f  MK, 


Tnwdations  of  then 
in  St.  Luke's  Gospel. 

which  desire 
to  walk 
in  long  robes, 
greetings 
in  the  marked 
and  the  highest  sesto* 
and  the-uppermost  rooms  and  the  chief  rooms. 


which  love 

to  go 

in  tone  clothing, 

salutations 

in  the  market-place*, 

and  the  chief  seat*. 


In  the  compass  of  one  short  sentence  we  have  here  not 
less  than  seven  easy  Greek  expressions,  all  of  which  are 
differently  rendered  in  two  places  of  the  same  version. 
Is  it  credible  then,  if  our  three  first  Gospels  contained 
throe  independent  transitions  of  the  same  original,  that 
tbey  would  resemble  each  other  in  the  manner,  in  which 
they  do  ?  The  numerous  and  long  examples  of  verbal 
coincidence,  which  have  been  produced  in  the  preceding 
Table,  are  surely  proofs  of  the  contrary.  In  translating 
from  Hebrew  into  Greek  there  is  still  less  probability  of 
agreeing  by  mere  accident,  than  in  translating  from 
Greqk.  into  English,  because  the  Greek  language  admits 
of  much  greater  variety  both  in  the  choice  and  in  the 
position  of  the  words,  than  the  English  language  °.  If 
then  English  translations. of  tjie  same  original  can  differ 
so  much  from  each  other,  we  must  not  expect  unifor- 
mity in  Greek  translations  of  the  same  original,  unless 
those  translations  have  some  connexion  with  $tch  other* 
And  it  is  least  of  all  to  be  expected,  when  the  translators 

•  If  it  shall  be  objected  that  Hellenistic  Greek,  as  it  is  called,  does 
not  admit  of  the  same  variety  as  classic  Greek,  we  need  only*com- 
nar*  the  Greek  torsions  of  the  Hebrew  Bible,  made  by  them  nafft 
t>y  Aqufla,  and  by  Symmachus.  Thus  in  Gen.  i*  ffl^nwsraa 
rendered  in  the  LXX.  i»  *tx?  **"****  by  Aquila  §»  xt$m*mfptkp% 
By  Symmachus  •>  oggi  *&*$. — mm  mft  is  rendered  in  the  1*XX 
oofolo?  xa»  tuufounu vcurrot,  kf9  Aquila  %tt*pm  xbkiiS/?,  by  8] 

*0«»  HatahmtpUu    And  this  variation  of  expeessLon  is 
every  chapter  of  theap  Greek  tirsnfiUtions,  as  n*y  baaeea 
suiting  tiaifeen's  Hexanla. 
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thdmaelves  have  not  an  uniformity  of  character*  wfcen 
♦be  one  prefers  a  free  and  paraphrastkal,  the  other  close 
and  Jiteral  translation.  Wherever  such  translators  agree 
word  for  word,  for  many  sentences  together,  some  cause 
must  have  operated,  which  did  ctot  operate,  where  they 
have  different  texts* 

Further,  the  difficulty  attending  the  supposition  that 
oar  three  first  Gospels  contain  independent  translations 
is  increased  by  the  circumstance/  that  they  frequently 
agree  in  the  same  place  in  the  choice  of  the  same  unusual 
expression,  which  they  themselves  have  never  used  qpi 
any  other  occasion.  I  quote  no  examples  at  present, 
because  those,  which  occur  in  the  parallel  passages 
above-stated,  have  been  already  particularly  noted,  . 

Bat  we  will  suppose,  that  it  was  possible  for  inde* 
pendent  translators,  and  for  translators  of  a  very  different 
description,  to  agree  verbally,  in  such  numerous  and  long 
•samples,  as  are  found  ia  thfc  above-stated  sections. 
The  question  then  to  be  asked  will  be :  What  is  the  raifc 
son  that  the  Evangelists  do  not  agree  more  frequently^ 
What  is  the  reason  that  one  section  exhibits  examples 
of  very  close  agreement,  ^and  that  the  very  »MEi 
section  exhibits  no  example  of  agreement  whatdHk? 
How  comes  it  to  pass  that*  though  there  is  so  remarkme 
a*  coincidence  between  the  Greek  texts  of  St  Matthew 
and  St  Luke  in  the  portions,  whickare  peculiar  |o  these 
two  Evangelists,  tbey  never  coincide  in  the  narrative, 
which  runs  through  all  three  Evangelists,  except  in  the 
places,  where  both  agree  at  the  same  time  with  St* 
Mark  ?  How  comes  it  to  pass  that,  though  St.  .Mark 
9od  St  Luke  frequently  coincide  in  the  narrative^  which 
rtfos.  through  all  three  Evangelists,  this  coincidence 
ceases  in  the  passages  which  are  common  only  to  those 
two?  And  on  the  other  hand  how  comes  it  to  pats  that 
in  the  sections  common  to  all  three,  St  Matthew  and 
St  Mark  have  so  remarkable  a  verbal  coincidence  in 
numerous  and  long  examples,  where  St  Luke  reldks 
the  same  thing  in  very  different  words  ?  What  can  be 
the  reason  that  St  Matthew  and  St.  Mark,  tboqjfr  they 
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hate  iq  so  many  other  places  a  very  remarkable  verbal 
agreement,  never  agree  in  a  single  sentence,  throughout 
all  those  sections,  which  occupy  in  St.  Matthew's  Gospel 
a  different  place,  from  that,  which  they  occupy  in  St 
Mark's  ?  And  what  can  be  the  reason,  that  throughout 
all  K  St.  Mark  never  fails  to  agree  verbally  with  St.  Luke, 
where  St  Luke  agrees  verbally  with  St.  Matthew,  though 
upon  the  whole  the  examples  of  verbal  disagreement 
between  St  Mark  and  St.  Luke  are  much  more  nume- 
rous, than  the  examples  of  agreement  ?  These  are  phs- 
npnena  which  cannot  be  solved  on  the  supposition  of 
independent  translations,  even  if  it  be  granted,  that  the 
examples  of  coincidence,  when  considered  apart  from 
the  examples,  of  disagreement,  might  have  been  effected 
without  any  connexion  between  the  translations.  If  in 
one  set  of  sections,  as  in  the  sections  common  to  St 
Matthew. and  St.  Luke,  or  in  the  sections,  which  St. 
Matthew  and  St  Mark  have  in  the  same  order,  two 
translators  had  the  ability  to  produce  translations,  which 
in  numerous  and  long  examples  verbally  coincided, 
though  there  was  no  connexion  between  their  transla- 
tions, it  is  inconceivable  that  this  ability  should  have 
ceased,  as  soon  as  they  came  to  another  set  of  sections : 
and  if  the  same  independence  prevailed  throughout,  it  is 
incredible  that  the  effects  should  have  been  so  very  dif- 
ferent %  Further,  the  phasnomena  above-mentioned  are 
not  only  inexplicable  on  the  supposition  of  independent 
translations,  but  are  absolutely  incompatible  with  the 
supposition.  That  phenomenon  in  particular,  that  St. 
Mark,  who  upon  the  whole  differs  verbally  from  St  Luke 
pouch  more  frequently  than  he  agrees  with  him,  fails  in 
no  instance  throughout  all  K  to  agree  verbally  with  St. 
Luke,  where  St.  Luke  agrees  verbally  with  St  Matthew, 
is*an  effect,  which  could  not  possibly  have  been  produced, 
if  all  three  Gospels  had  been  translations  made  inde- 
pendently of  each  other.  Again,  if  the  Greek  transla- 
tidhs  exhibited  in  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St 
Luke  had  been  made  independently  of  each  other,  it 
would  yot  have  been  in  the  power  of  St  Luke,  who 
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has  so  remarkable  a  verbal  agreement  with  St  Matthew 
in  the  sections  r,  to  have  avoided  all  verbal  agreement 
with  St.  Matthew  throughout  the  whole  of  tf,  except  in 
the  places,  where  St.  Mark  likewise  agreed  with  St. 
Matthew.  \  Some  connexion  therefore,  whatever  it  was, 
must  have  taken  place,  beside  that,  which  the  Evange- 
lists mutually  derived  from  their  common  Hebrew  ori- 
ginal. 

It  is  true,  that  if  an  original  is  easy  in  one  place  and 
difficult  in  another,  translators,  who  have  no  know- 
ledge of  each  other's  writings,  will  in  general  approach 
nearer  to  each  other  in  places  of  the  former,  than  in 
those  of  the  latter  description p.  But  this  principle  is 
wholly  inadequate  to  the  explanation  of  the  phenomena 
just  mentioned.  For  if  in  the  numerous  places,  where 
the  Greek  text  of  St  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  agree,  we 
say  that  the  original  was  easy,  we  shall  be  at  a  loss  for 
the  reason  why  St.  Luke's  text  in  most  of  those  places  is 
so  very  different :  and  on  the  other  hand,  if  in  the 
places,  where  the  Greek  texts  of  St-  Matthew  and  St. 
Luke  are  different,  we  say  that  the  original  was  difficult, 
the  agreement  between  St  Mark  and  St;  Luke  in  so 
many  of  those  places  remains  unexplained.  This  prin- 
ciple therefore,  whatever  latitude  be  given  to  it,  cannot 
possibly  explain  all  the  phenomena:  and  in  fact  the 
phenomena  are  of  such  a  kind,  that  an  application  of  it 
in  the  present  case  will  involve  us  in  contradictions. 
For  if  the  agreement  between  the  texts  of  St.  Matthew 
and  St.  Mark  warrants  the  supposition,  that  the  original 
was  easy,  the  disagreement  between  St.  Matthew  and  St. 
Luke  in  the  very  same  places  will  warrant  the  supposi- 
tion that  the  original  was  difficult.  We  may  safely 
infer  therefore  that,  if  our  three  first  Gospels  con- 
tained three  translations  made  independently  of  each 
other,  whether  by  the  Evangelists  themselves,  or  by 
any  other  persons,  whose  translations  the  Evangelists 

p  This  is  the  reason  assigned  tyr  Eichhorn  (Ailgera.  BiW.  Vol.  V. 
p.  784)  why  our  Evangelists  sometimes  agree  in  words,  at  other 
times  differ. 

VOL.  III.  PART  II.  1 
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adopted  %  they  could  not  hove  verbally  agreed  in  the 
manner,  in  which  they  do,  and  likewise  have  verbally 
disagreed  in  the  manner  in  which  they  do. 

Perhaps  in  order  to  invalidate  the  inference!  which  has 
been  deduced  from  the  examples  of  verbal  harmony,  it 
will  be  objected,  that  such  harmony  may  be  the  result  of 
later  alterations  made  by  transcribers  of  the  Gospels ', 
and  therefore  that  whoever  founds  a  system  on  them 
builds  on  a  very  precarious  foundation.  Now  I  readily 
grant,  that  transcribers  have  in  various  places  altered  and 
interpolated  one  Gospel  from  another.  But  then  as  far 
as  we  can  trace  such  alterations  in  the  manuscripts, 
which  are  now  extant,  we  find  them  indiscriminately 
made  in  all  three  Gospels,  and  we  perceive  that 
transcribers  were  as  prone  to  make  alterations  in  one 
Gospel,  as  they  were  in  another,  and  in  any  one  part  of 
a  Gospel,  aa  they  were  in  another  part  of  it.  We  may 
conclude  the  same  therefore  of  those  transcribers,  who 
copied  the  Gospels  in  the  second  *  and  third  centuries. 
Further,  the  attempts  of  transcribers  to  produce  harmony 
between  the  Evangelists  have  consisted  rather  in  the 
making  of  insertions,  where  one  text  was  shorter  than 
another,  than  in  the  alteration  of  words  and  phrases 
already. used  :  and  their  object  was  not  so  much  to  make 
the  Evangelists  say  X\\e  same  thing  in  the  same  words  as 
to  make  the  one  say  as  much  as  the  other.  Thus  in  the 
Lord's  Prayer  which  in  St.  Luke's  genuine  text,  ch.  xi. 
2 — 4.  was  delivered  more  concisely  than  it  was  by  St 
Matthew,  ch.  v.  9—>  1 3.  they  interpolated  in  St  Luke's 

text,  tyuw  o  fv  roic  spavotg — ytviflnrw  to  3fcAtyt<*  at,  ic  *v 
8pav<£>,  icai  mti  «ic  *yi?C> — &nd  aXXa  pvtrat  tyurc  avo  rs  vovipc, 

from  St.  Matthew's  Gospel.  Yet,  notwithstanding  this 
excessive  interpolation  for  so  short  a  passage,  an  interpo- 
lation found  in  most  of  the  Greek  MSS.  now  extant,  the 

«  Bichhorn  (A.  B.  Vol.  V.  p.  784)  leaves  this  undetermined. 

r  Semler  ia  bit  Remarks  annexed  to  the  German  translation  of 
Tovrnson's  Discourses  on  the  four  Gospels,  Vol.  I.  p.  928.  £33 
recourse  to  this  conjecture. 
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words  which  St.  Luke  had  actually  used,  as  &Ss  V*v  *oko0 

i|f«poir,— roc  afULprtag — icacyapavroc — rravrt  o^c  iXovti  vjmv, 

where  St.  Matthew's  Greek  text  is  Soc  rifuv  <n?/4*pov~ 

ra  ofeiXtifJiaTa  — £)$  Kai  7ifutQ~rois   ofeiXtraig  fifitov,  have 

been  altered  in  very  few  Greek  MSS.  and  all  of  these 
words  have  been  altered  in  only  one.  But  admitting 
that  the  early  transcribers,  had  formed  the  resolution  of 
producing  a  verbal  harmony,  and  moreover  that  they 
were  inclined  to  make  alterations  in  one  Gospel,  rather 
than  in  another,  and  in  one  part  of  a  Gospel,  rather 
than  in  another  part  of  it,  we  cannot  suppose  that  they 
had  the  power  to  make  alterations  in  all  those  places,  ana 
in  those  places  only,  where  we  find  a  verbal  harmony. 
For  this  power  would  imply,  what  no  one  can  easily 
believe,  that  they  had  made  an  analysis  of  the  Gospels 
into  tt,  a,  (5,  &c.  similar  to  that '  which  has  been  above- 
stated  :  since  without  such  an  analysis,  they  could  not 
have  known  how  to  confine  their  alterations  to  the  places 
of  that  particular  description,  which  I  have  noted  above. 
And  that  they  had  both  the  power  and  the  inclination 
to  make  in  tt  numerous  and  long  alterations  in  St  Mat* 
thew  or  St  Mark,  to  make  many  in  y  and  r  in  St. 
Matthew  or  St.  Luke,  yet  on  the  other  hand  to  harmo- 
nize St  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  in  only  a  few  places 
throughout  all  it,  to  select  likewise  those  places  precisely 
from  the  number  of  those  in  which  they  had  harmonized 
St  Matthew  andJSt  Mark,  in  no  other  part  of  tf  what- 
ever to  alter  St  Luke  from  St.  Matthew,  or  St.  Matthew 
from  St  Luke,  or  to  neglect  in  no  instance  to  alter  St. 
Matthew  or  St  Mark,  where  they  had  made  St  Luke 
harmonize  with  St  Mark  or  St  Matthew,  to  iriake 
material  alterations  in  a  and  y,  but  to  let  the  numerous 
additions  /3  pass  without  any  alteration,  except  in  one 
short  sentence,  is  surely  incredible.  Though  it  iqust 
be  granted  therefore,  that  in  various  detached  pas- 
sages the  verbal  harmony  of  the  Evangelists  has  been 
occasioned  by  the  alterations  of  transcribers,  yet  upcfn 
the  whole  the  verbal  agreement  and  disagreement  is  of 

z2 
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such  a  particular  description,  that  the  chief  cause' of  it 
must  have  existed  antecedent  to  the  Gospels  themselves. 
That  in  our  three  first  Gospels  the  same  thing  is  re- 
lated in  different  words  more  frequently  than  in  the  same 
words,  does  not  at  all  affect  the  position,  that  they  do 
not  contain  three  translations  made  independently  of 
each  other.  For  there  is  no  inconsistency  in  supposing, 
that  two  translations  of  the  same  original  should  very 
frequently  differ  from  each  other,  even  though  the  one 
made  use  of  the  translation  of  the  other,  or  both  of  them 
used  in  common  some  more  ancient  translation.  In  fact 
it  may  be  reasonably  expected,  that  such  translators, 
unless  we  degrade  them  every  where  to  mere  transcrib- 
ers, should  sometimes  exhibit  the  same  at  other  times  dif- 
ferent translations,  according  as  they  wrote,  either  with, 
or  without  foreign  aid f.  The  assertion  therefore  that 
our  three  first  Gospels  do  not  contain  three  translations 
made  independently  of  each  other  is  perfectly  consistent 
with  the  examples  of  disagreement,  as  well  as  with  the 
examples  of  agreement :  whereas  the  contrary  opinion, 
as  I  have  already  shewn,  is  not  consistent  with  both. 


CHAPTER  XL 

OF  THE  VARIOUS  FORMS,  UNDER  WHICH  THE  GENE- 
RAL SUPPOSITION  OF  A  COMMON  HEBREW  DOCU- 
MENT MAT  BE  REPRESENTED  :  WITH  A  GENERAL 
NOTATION  COMPRISING  ALL  POSSIBLE  FORMS. 

As  the  supposition,  '  that  our  three  first  Gospels 
contain  three  independent  translations  of  the  same 
Hebrew    original/    is    only    one    out    of   the    many 

r  The  passages  therefore  which  critics  have  quoted  as  examples 
of  independent  translation  (See  Eichhorn  Allg.  Bib.  Vol.  V.  p. 
832—848,  Ac  )  prove  only  that,  if  our  three  first  Gospels  contain 
translations  of  a  common  Hebrew  original,  the  translations  in  tkote 
places  were  made  without  any  connexion  with  each  other.  Bui  we 
must  not  convert  this  partial  inference  into  a  general  one. 
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forms,  under  which  the  general  hypothesis,  'that  a 
common  original  was  the  basis  of  our  three  first  Gos- 
pels/ may  be  presented,  the  hypothesis  may  be  admis- 
sible in  one  form,  though  not  in  another.  Let  us  see 
then  whether  some  form  may  not  be  discovered,  in 
which  the  hypothesis  will  account  for  all  the  pheno- 
mena observable  in  our  three  first  Gospels. 

The  leading  features,  which  must  always  remain  to 
the  hypothesis,  whatever  shape  it  assumes  in  other  re- 
spects, are  the  following. 

1.  Before  any  of  our  canonical  Greek  Gospels  ex- 
isted, a  narrative  of  Christ's  transactions  from  his  bap- 
tism to  bis  death  had  been  written  in  Hebrew  *  :  and 
this  Hebrew  document  contained  the  matter,  which  is 
common  to  all  three  Evangelists. 

2.  In  various  transcripts  of  this  Hebrew  document 
various  additions  were  made  to  the  original  text,  con- 
sisting partly  in  the  notice  of  additional  circumstances 
relative  to  transactions  already  recorded,  and  partly  in 
the  insertion  of  whole  sections  descriptive  of  transac- 
tions, which  had  been  left  wholly  unnoticed. 

3.  Three  separate  copies  of  this  Hebrew  document 
each  differently  modified  and  enriched,  formed  the 
respective  bases k  of  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew,  St. 
j\lark,  and  St.  Luke. 

.  *  By  the  term '  Hebrew,9  is  here  meant  not  precisely  the  language 
of  the  Old  Testament,  but  the  language  spoken  in  Jerusalem  in  the 
time  of  the  Apostles,  which  the  ancient  fathers  call  Hebrew,  though 
in  fact  it  was  Chaldee  with  an  intermixture  of  old  Hebrew  words. 

*  I  purposely  use  here  a  very  general  term,  in  order  that  it  may 
include  all  possible  modifications  of  this  hypothesis  :  and  1  avoid  the 
expression '  copies  of  the  Hebrew  document  used  by  the  Evangelist,' 
because  some  writers,  who  doubt  the  hypothesis,  suppose  that  the 
Evangelists  did  not  use  any  copy  of  the  Hebrew  document,  and  that 
they  had  only  Greek  translations  of  it.  Eichhorn's  whole  analysis 
of  our  three  first  Gospels  is  likewise  conducted  on  the  most  general 

Elan,  and  he  expressly  declares  (Allg.  Bib.  Vol.  V.  p.  784.),  that 
e  leaves  the  question  undecided,  whether  our  three  first  Evangelists 
made  use  of  the  Hebrew  document,  or  whether  they  had  only  trans- 
lations of  it.  Consequently,  unless  care  be  taken  to  make  the  ex- 
pressions as  general  as  possible,  great  confusion  may  arise* 
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If  the  notation,  tt,  a,  /3,  y,  &c.  which  was  adopted 
above,  *  to  express  the  several  parts  of  our  three  first 
Gospels,  be  applied  to  this  hypothesis,  the  contents  of 
the  Hebrew  document  mentioned  No.  1,  before  any 
of  the  insertions  mentioned  No.  2,  were  made  in  it, 
will  be  properly  represented  by  K*     For  tt  denotes 
what  is  contained  in  all  three  Gospels  :  and  that,  which 
is  common  to  all  three  must  be  supposed  to  have  stood 
in  the  document  which  furnished  their  common  ma- 
terials.   The  notion,  however,  must  not  be  applied  in 
so  strict  a  sense,  as  if  the  Hebrew  document  contained 
no  more  than  what  we  find  in  all  three  Gospels :  for 
this  would  imply  not  only  that  not  one  of  the  Evan- 
gelists, but  that  not  one  of  the  transcribers  of  the 
Hebrew  document  omitted  a  single  sentence,   which 
was  contained  in  it     Further,  since  according  to  the 
principle  laid  down  by  Eichhorn l,  '  that,  when   two 
Evangelists  agree  in  augmenting  any  one  of  the  XLIL 
general  sections  by  the  same  addition,  such  addition 
was  contained  in  both  of  the  copies  of  the  Hebrew 
document,  from  which  their  Gospels  were  derived,' 
it  follows  that  the  copy  from  which  St  Matthew's 
Gospel  was  derived,  obtained  the  additions  of  a  and  7, 
the  copy  from  which  St  Mark's  Gospel  was  derived 
the  additions  a  and  /3,  and  the  copy  from  which  St 
Luke's  Gospel  was  derived  the  additions  /3  and   7. 
Again,  since  the  whole  sections  denoted  by  A  are  in- 
serted in  the  Gospels  of  St  Matthew  and  St  Mark  in 
the  same  places  *,  and  also  the  whole  sections  denomi- 
nated by  B  are  inserted  by  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  in 
the  same  parts  of  their  Gospels,  it  follows  from  the  just* 
mentioned  principle,  that  the  sections  A  were  contained 
in  the  copy,  from  which  St  Matthew's  Gospel  was 
derived,  that  the  sections  8  were  contained  in  the  copy, 
from  which  St.  Luke's  Gospel  was  derived,  and  also 

«  Eichhorn  Allg.  Bibl.  Vol.  V.  p.  f  97. 


*  There  is  one  exception  to  thii  rule,  which  wii!  be  considered 
hereafter. 
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in  the  copy  from  which  St.  Mark's  Gospel  was  derived  '• 
Of  the  sections  T,  some  are  inserted,  like  A  and  B,  in 
corresponding  places m,  whilst  others,  and  tbosg  the 
most  numerous,  are  inserted  in  places,  which  do  not 
correspond  to  each  other.  The  sections  T  therefore  must 
be  divided  into  two  distinct  classes,  the  former  of 
which  may  be  denoted  byT1,  the  other  by  T\  Those 
of  the  former  class,  r l  must  be  supposed  to  have  been 
contained  in  the  copies  of  the  Hebrew  document  from 
which  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  were 
derived,  for  the  very  same  reason  as  the  sections  A  are 
supposed  to  have  been  contained  in  the  copies,  from 
which  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St. .  Mark  were 
derived.  But  we  cannot  make  this  supposition  of  the 
sections  r  *  :  at  least  there  is  no  ground  for  it  on  the 
above-mentioned  principle.  We  will  suppose  therefore, 
with  Eichhorn B,  that  these  sections  were  derived  from 


1  Eichhorn  Allg.  Bib).  Vol.  V.  p.  960. 

r 

■  The  sermon  on  the  mount,  Matth.  v.  vi.  vii.  Luke  vi.  20 — 4-9. 
and  the  cure  of  the  centurion's  servant  at  Capernaum,  Matthew  viii. 
5—  IS.  Luke  vii.  1 — 10.  occupy  in  both  Gospels  correspondent 
places.  For  Sect.  XL  of  the  general  sections,  which  contains  *  The 
circumstances  preparatory  to  the  sermon  on  the  mount,'  is  Matth. 
iv.  2S— 35.  Mark  ill.  7—19.  Luke  vi.  12—19.  The  sermon 
itself  therefore  follows  both  in  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  in  the 
same  order,  though  St.  Luke  is  much  less  copious  on  this  subject 
than  St.  Matthew.  Again,  the  cure  of  the  centurion's  servant  at 
Capernaum  follows  the  sermon  on  the  mount  in  both  Gospels.  In 
St.  Luke's  Gospel  it  follows  without  any  interval :  in  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel,  with  an  interval  of  four  verses,  ch.  viii.  1 — 4,  which  how- 
ever is  of  no  importance,  because  these  four  verses  contain  one  of 
the  general  sections,  which  St.  Matthew  has  inserted  in  parts  of  his 
Gospel,  which  do  not  correspond  to  the  parts,  which  they  occupy 
in  the  Gospels  of  St  Mark  and  St.  Luke. 

*  Fag.  965—967.  Eichhorn  observes  in  general  terms,  that  the 
•actions  peculiar  to  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  are  not  in  correspon- 
dent parts  of  their  Gospels,  and  hence  draws  the  general  inference 
that  they  were  not  inserted  in  copies  of  the  common  Hebrew  docu- 
ment. Bat  since  some  exceptions  must  be  made  in  the  premises, 
•otae  exceptions  must  be  made  in  the  inference. 

5 
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«  document  which  was  detached  from,  or  not  incor- 
porated  into  the  document  tt.  This  supplemental 
Hebrew  document,  from  which  the  sections  T  *  were 
derived,  may  be  denoted  by  H. 

The  notation,  which  was  used  to  represent  the  con- 
tents of  our  three  first  Gospels,  being  thus  adapted  to 
the  common  Hebrew  document,  with  its  several  addi- 
tions, we  may  represent  the  three  copies  of  that  com- 
mon Hebrew  document,  which  served  as  the  respective 
bases  of  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and 
St  Luke,  in  the  following  manner. 

,     ,     ...pV  contents  of  the  copy,  from  which 
t«tyt-    -r     ^  St  Matthew's  Gospel  was  derived. 

va.«a-flj.A4-BJcontents  of  the  C0Py*  from  wbich 
»+a+p+A+i*  jSt.  Mark's  Gospel  was  derived. 

tt,/j,      ,  «  ,  r;C  contents  of  the  copy  from  which 


CHAPTER  XII. 

OF   SOME   CAUTIONS,   NECESSARY    TO    BE     OBSERVED 
IN   DETERMINING   ANT   PARTICULAR   FORM. 

The  hypothesis, .  that  our  three  first  Gospels  were 
derived  from  a  common  Hebrew  original,  .  being 
thus  stated  in  general  terms,  .the  next  step  is  to  exa- 
mine, whether  this  hypothesis  in  (my  one  form  will 
account  for  the  various  phenomena  observable  in  our 
three  first  Gospels.  If  the  hypothesis,  in  no  form 
whatsoever  will  satisfactorily  account  for  these  pheno- 
mena, the  whole  must  be  rejected  as  devoid  of  foun- 
dation. On  the  other  hand/  if  in  any  one  particular 
form,  and  in  that  form  only,  it  does  account  for  the 
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phenomena,  the  hypothesis  may  be  retained, '  but  all 
other  particular  forms  of  it  most  be  discarded 

The  variety  of  forms,  which  the  general  hypothesis 
is  capable  of  assuming,  is  occasioned  by  the  variety  Of 
modes,  in  which  it  may  be  supposed,  that  the  copies 
of  the  common  Hebrew  document  became  the  bases  of 
our  three  first  Gospels.  For  one  person  may  suppose 
that  the  Evangelists  used  the  Hebrew  copies  themselves, 
whilst  others  may  suppose  that  they  used  only  Greek 
translations  of  them.  One  person  may  suppose,  that 
St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Greek,  as  well  as  St.  Mark  and 
St.  Luke,  and  that  all  three  translated  from  copies  of 
the  common  Hebrew  document  °,  while  another,  who 
likewise  presupposes  that  St  Matthew  wrote  in  Greek, 
may  assume,  that  one'  or  more  of  them  made  use  only 
of  Greek  translations.  Or  it  may  be  supposed,  chat 
one  or  more  of  them  made  use  both  of  the  Hebrew 
original,  and  of  Greek  translations.  Various  combina- 
tions of  these  Greek  versions  may  also  be  devised.  On 
Che  other  band,  St  Matthew  may  be  supposed  to  have 
written  in  Hebrew,  in  which  case  it  cahoot  well  be 
supposed  that  he  used  a  Greek  translation :  but  then 
the  suppositions,  which  may  be  made  relative  to  St 
Mark  and  St.  Luke  are  as  various,  as  when  it  is  pre* 
supposed  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Greek. 

Among  all  these  forms,  it  is  evident  that  one  only 
cao  be  the  true  one:  and  that  whatever  form  is  the 
true  one,  it  must  account  for  all  the  pHaenomena  ob- 
servable in  our  three  first  Gospels.  The  first  step, 
therefore,  which  we  must  take,  is  to  compare  these 
phenomena  with  the  several  forms,  under  which  the 
general  hypothesis  may  be  represented.  But  as  various 
combinations  are  imaginable,  and  various  complex 
forms  may  be  supposed,  we  must  take  care  in  forming 
an  hypothesis,  to  put  together  only  such  parts',  as  are 
^consistent  with  each  other.     Further,  when  we  have 


«  This  is  Lessing's  opinion,  in  his  Thcoiogjscher  Nachlass  (Berlin, 
4784,  8*0.)  p.  £S— 6S. 
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Adopted  a  particular  form,  whether  simple  or  complex, 
we  must  abide  by  that  form  in  our  explanation  of  all 
the  phenomena,  however  manifold  those  phenomena 
may  be :  and  we  must  not  account  for  one  phenomenon 
on  the  supposition,  for  instance,  that  St  Matthew 
wrote  in  Greek,  and  for  another  phenomenon,  on  the 
supposition,  that  he  wrote  in  Hebrew. 

There  is  no  part  of  the  hypothesis,  in  which  so  much 
caution  is  necessary,  as  in  that  which  relates  to  St. 
Matthew's  Gospel.  If  we  suppose,  that  St  Matthew 
wrote  in  Greek,  as  well  as  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke, 
St  Matthew's  Gospel  is  placed  in  the  same  relation  to 
the  assumed  common  Hebrew  document,  as  that,  in 
which  the  Gospels  of  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  stand  : 
and  in  this  case  the  general  hypothesis  may  be  applied 
in  the  same  manner  to  all  three  Gospels.  Again,  if  we 
suppose  that  St  Matthew  wrote  in  Hebrew,  and  that 
the  first  of  our  Greek  Gospels  is  simply  a  translation 
of  it,  we  may  analyse  St  Matthew's  Hebrew  original 
through  the  medium  of  the  Greek  translation  :  and 
the  hypothesis  may  be  applied  to  St  Matthew's  Gospel 
in  a  similar,  though  not  precisely  in  the  same  manner, 
as  to  those  of  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke.  We  need  only 
make  the  following  alteration,  and  say  :  St.  Matthew, 
though  he  derived  materials  for  bis  Gospel  from  the 
source,  from  which  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke  drew,  yet 
left  those  materials  in  the  language,  in  which  he  found 
them.  But,  if  it  be  supposed,  that  St  Matthew  wrote 
in  Hebrew,  and  that  the  first  of  our  Greek  Gospels  is 
more  than  a  bare  translation  of  it,  that  is,  if  we  sup- 
pose that  the  translator,  instead  of  giving  only  bis 
original  in  a  Greek  dress,  arranged,  digested,  and  aug- 
mented it,  so  as  to  produce  a  Greek  Gospel,  whici 
was  different  from  St  Matthew^  Hebrew  original,  the 
application  of  the  hypothesis  to  St,  Matthew's  Gospel 
is  attended  with  difficulty,  because  we  shall  not  find  it 
easy  to  determine  in  all  cases,  what  St  Matthew  wrote 
and  what  was  added  by  his  translator.  It  is  true,  that 
we  may  analyse  the  first  of  our  Greek  Gospels,  and 
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consider  its  relation  to  the  second,  and  third,  whether 
it  received  its  present  form  and  extent  from  St  Mat* 
thew,  or  from  a  person  unknown.  But  then  if  we 
suppose,  that  some  unknown  person,  who  gave  to  it 
its  present  form  and  extent,  made  a  Gospel  written  in 
Hebrew  by  St.  Matthew  the  basis  of  it,  we  cannot  well 
apply  the  general  hypothesis,  that  our  three  first  Gos- 
pels were  derived  from  a  common  Hebrew  document, 
unless  we  make  the  additional  supposition,  that  St* 
Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel  was  that  common  docu- 
ment p.  But  whoever  adopts  this  supposition,  must 
necessarily  abandon  the  opinion,  that  neither  St.  Mark 
nor  St  Luke  made  use  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel.  In 
the  application  of  the  general  hypothesis,  the  difference 
between  the  supposition,  that  our  first  Greek  Gospel 
is  simply  a  translation  from  a  Hebrew  Gospel  written 
by  St.  Matthew,  and  the  supposition  that  it  was  de- 
rived from  a  Hebrew  Gospel,  in  the  same  manner  as 
it  is  supposed  that  St  Mark's  Gospel  was  derived,  con- 
sists in  this,  that  in  the  former  case  it  is  really  St. 
Matthew's  Gospel,  whereas  in  the  latter  case  it  is  no 
more  St  Matthew's  Gospel,  than  the  Hebrew  docu- 
ment, from  which  St.  Mark's  is  supposed  to  have  beeh 
drawn,  can  be  called  St  Mark's  Gospel.  In  the  former 
case,  we  can  derive  St.  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel 
itself,  through  the  medium  of  the  Greek  translation, 
from  the  same  common  Hebrew  document,  as  we  de- 
rive the  Gospels  of  St  Mark  and  St  Luke :  in  the 
latter  case  the  investigation  is  inverted,  and  St.  Mat- 
the w'fc  Hebrew  Gospel,  instead  of  being  derived  from 
the  same  document  as  those  of  St  Mark  and  St  Luke, 
becomes  itself  the  common  document  It  will  be  ob- 
jected, perhaps,  that  what  has  been  said  in  this  para* 


*  This  additional  supposition  is  made  by  Corrodi,  and  J.  £.  C. 
Schmidt.  See  Versucn  einer  Beleuchtung  der  Geschichte  des  JO* 
dfachen  and  Chriitichen  Bibelkanons  (Halle,  1792,  2  Vols.  8vo.), 
Vol.  II.  p.  15*.  and  Henke  Magaon  fur  ReHgious-philpsophie 
Exegeu  and  Kirchengeschichte,  Vol.  IV.  p.  577. 
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graph  contains  an  argumentation  aboot  words,  rather 
than  about  facts,  since  we  may  analyse  our  three  first 
Gospels,  as  we  now  find  them,  and  consider  their  re- 
lation both  to  each  other  and  to  a  supposed  common 
original,  without  even  asking,  either  by  whom  these 
Greek  Gospels,  or  by  whom  the  supposed  common 
Hebrew  document  was  written.  Now  that  an  analysis 
may  be  conducted  on  this  broad  scale,  no  one  will 
deny  :  but  on  the  other  hand,  if  we  mention  the  name 
of  St.  Matthew  at  all,  (and  no  reason  can  be  assigned 
why  we  should  not,  since  the  voice  of  all  antiquity 
ascribes  a  Gospel  to  St.  Matthew),  we  must  take  care, 
in  so  doing,  to  be  every  where  consistent 


CHAPTER   XIII. 

THE  VARIOUS  FORMS  OF  THE  ABOVE-MENTIONED 
GENERAL  SUPPOSITION,  A8  THEY  MAY  BE  REPRE- 
SENTED, WHEN  IT  IS  ASSUMED  THAT  ST.  MATTHEW 
WROTE  IN  GREEK,  TRIED  BY  THE  PHENOMENA  IN 
THE  VERBAL   HARMONY  OF  THE  GOSPELS. 

These  observations  being  premised,  respecting  the 
caution  necessary  to  be  observed  in  determining  any 
particular  form  of  the  general  hypothesis,  let  us  try 
in  the  first  place,  whether,  on  the  supposition,  that 
St.  Matthew  wrote  in  Greek,  a  form  may  be  de- 
vised, which  will  account  for  all  the  phenomena  in  our 
three  first  Gospels.  On  this  supposition,  St.  Matthew9s 
Gospel,  according  to  the  statement  above  made,  con- 
tains a  Greek  translation  of  a  copy  of  the  Hebrew  do- 
cument Mi  which  had  been  enriched  by  the  additions 
o+y+A+r1:  St  Luke's  Gospel  of  another  copy  of 
the  same  document,  which  had  been  enriched  by  the 
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additions,  B+y+B+r 1 :  and  St.  Mark's  Gospel  of  a 
third  copy  of  the  same  document,  which  had  been  ei> 
ricbed  by  the  additions  a +/3+A+B.  Now  we  may 
assume, 

1.  That  all  three  Evangelists  translated  immediately 
from  the  Hebrew,  and  that  in  making  their  transla- 
tions, they  consulted  neither  each  other's  Gospels,  nor 
any  Greek  translation  previously  made. 

But  then  our  three  nrst  Gospels  would  contain  three 
perfectly  independent  translations,  which,  as  has  been 
already  shewn,  is  not  true.  Consequently  this  form  is 
inadmissible. 

2.  That  all  three  translated  immediately  from  the 
Hebrew,  but  that  the  succeeding  Evangelists  made  use 
likewise  of  the  Gospels  of  the  preceding,   and  that  in 
many  passages,  instead  of  translating  for  themselves, x 
the  one  transcribed  from  the  other. 

This  form  is  likewise  inadmissible.  For  it  has  been 
already  shewn,  in  ch.  8.  that  the  pb&noipeoa  in  the 
verbal  harmony  of  our  three  first  Gospels  cannot  be 
explained  on  the  supposition,  that  one  Evangelist  co- 
pied from  the  other.  If  therefore  we  unite  this  supr 
position  with  the  hypothesis  of  a  common  Hebrew  do* 
cument,  in  order  to  explain  what  the  supposition  of 
three  independent  translations  does  not  explain,  we  shall 
not  answer  the  purpose,  for  which  we  unite  them. 

3.  That  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St.  Luke  made 
use  of  Greek  translations  only. 

Now  since  K  was  contained  in  all  three  copies,  whe- 
ther Hebrew  or  Greek,  which  are  supposed  to  have 
been  used  by  the  Evangelists,  either  the  three  Greek 
copies,  assumed  in  the  present  case,  must  have  con- 
tained the  same  Greek  translation  of  the  Hebrew  text 
of  K,  or  two  of  them  contained  the  same,  and  the 
third  a  different  translation,  or  lastly  these  three  copies 
contained  a  mixture  of  translations.  To  represent  this 
by  signs :  either  all  three  copies  contained  the  same 
translation^;  or  two  of  them  contained  the  translation 
X,  and  the  third  the  translation  K;  pr  one  contained 
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the  translation  X,  another  the  translation  Y,  and  the 
third  the  translation  Z:  or  one,  or  more  of  them,  con- 
tained a  mixture  of  X  and  Y,  or  of  X  and  Z,  or  of  Y 
and  Z,  or  of  X9  Y,  and  Z. 

But  all  three  cannot  have  contained  the  same  Greek 
translation.  For  in  that  case  the  principal  materials  of 
our  three  first  Greek  Gospels  would  have  been  drawn 
from  the  same  Greek  source,  which  has  been  already 
shewn  to  be  impossible  p.  Nor  can  two  of  these  co- 
pies have  contained  the  same  translation,  while  the  third 
contained  a  different  translation.  For  if  we  suppose 
that  St  Matthew  and  St  Mark  used  the  same  transla- 
tion, and  St  Luke  a  different  one,  or  that  St  Mat- 
thew and  St  Luke  used  the  same  translation  and  St 
Mark  a  different  one,  the  numerous  examples  of  ver- 
bal agreement  in  tf  between  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke 
remain  unexplained  :  and,  on  the  other  hand,  if  we 
suppose  that  St  Mark  and  St  Luke  had  the  same  trans- 
lation, but  St  Matthew  a  different  one,  the  still  more 
numerous  examples  of  verbal  agreement  in  ft  between 
St.  Matthew  and  St  Mark  remain  unexplained.  Still 
less  can  all  three  have  used  different  translations  :  for 
on  this  supposition,  St  Mark's  verbal  agreement  with 
St  Matthew,  as  well  as  his  verbal  agreement  with  St 
Luke,  is  inexplicable. 

There  remains  then  only  the  last  case,  that  the  Evan- 
gelists made  use  of  copies,  which  contained  a  mixture 
of  translations.  Now  the  various  modes,  in  which 
such  a  mixture  may  be  imagined  to  have  taken  place, 
are  very  numerous :  but  among  all  which  I  have  tried 
(and  I  have  made  all  imaginable  combinations),  not 
one  'will  account  for  all  the  phenomena  in  our  three 
first  Gospels.  That  which  approaches  the  nearest  to 
a  solution  of  the  phenomena,  is  the  following  * :  That 

1  See  above  Ch.  9. 

<  Three  is  the  smallest  number  of  translations,  which  can  be 
assumed,  because  if  only  two  different  translations  bad  entered  into 
the  composition  of  the  three  copies,  supposed  to  have  been  used  by 
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St.  Matthew  used  a  copy  X  Y,  which  was  a  compilation 
from  two  different  translations  X  and  Y,  that  St.  Luke 
used  a  copy  YZ,  which  was  a  compilation  from  the  trans- 
lation Y  and  a  third  translation  Z>  and  that  St  Mark 
used  a  copy  XYZ,  which  was  a  compilation  from  the 
translations  XY  and  Z.  If  we  adopt  this  form,  we  may 
say,  that  in  whatever,  place  all  three  Evangelists  use  the 
same  words,  the  text  of  the  translation  Y%  was  in  that 
place  in  all  three  copies :  that  where  St  Matthew  and  St* 
Mark  verbally  agree  without  St.  Luke,  the  text  of  the 
translation  X  was  in  the  two  copies  used  by  St*  Mat- 
thew and  St.  Mark,  whence  arose  the  verbal  agreement 
between  these  two  Evangelists,  and  the  disagreement  in 
St  Luke,  because  the  translation  X  did  not  enter  into 
the  composition  of  St.  Luke's,  copy:  that,  where  St. 
Mark  and  St  Luke  verbally  agree,  without  St  Mat- 
thew, the  text  of  the  translation  Z  was  contained  in 
the  two  copies  used  by  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  whence 
arose  the  verbal  agreement  between  St.  Mark  and  St. 
Luke,  and  the  disagreement  in  St  Matthew,  whose 
copy  contained  nothing  from  the  translation  Z\  that 
where  St  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  relate  the  same  thing 
in  different  words,  either  St  Matthew's  copy  had  th* 
text  of  X,  but  St  Mark's  copy  that  of  Y  or  of  Z,  or  St 
Matthew's  copy  the  text  of  Y,  but  St.  Mark's  copy  that 
ofXor  Z :  that,  where  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  relate  the 
same  thing  in  different  words,  their  copies  had  in  like 
manner  the  texts  of  different  translations ;  or  all  three 
contained  different  translations :  and  that  where  all  three 
relate  the  same  thing  in  different  words,  all  three  copies 
had  the  texts  of  different  translations,  namely  either 

the  Evangelists,  there  could  hove  been  jm>  passage,  in  which  at  lean 
two  of  these  copies  did  not  verbally  agree.  But  if  our  three  first 
Gospels  had  been  derived  from  three  such  Greek  documents,  the 
examples  in  which  all  three  Gospels  oonsain  the  same  thing  in  dif- 
ferent words,  could  not  have  been  so  numerous.  On  the  other 
hand,  there  is  no  necessity  for  assuming  more  than  three  different 
translations,  since  three  answer  all  the  purposes  of  a  still  greater 
number. 
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X,  Y9Z9otX,  Z,  Y,  or  F,  Z,  X.  So  far  this  form  ap- 
pears to  succeed  tolerably  well.  But  before  we  proceed 
we  must  ask  the  following  question.  When  one  writer 
compiles  a  mixed  work  XY>  by  copying  in  this  page 
from  the  translation  X%  in  that  page  .from  the  translation 
Y9  another  writer  compiles  a  mixed  work  YZ  by  copy- 
ing sometimes  from  Y9  at  other  times  from  Z9  and  a  third 
writer  compiles  a  mixed  work  XYZ,  by  copying  in  one 
place  from  the  translation  X,  in  another  place  from  the 
translation  Y$  in  another  place  again  from  the  translation 
Z,  is  it  to  be  supposed  that  wherever  the  first  and  the  se- 
cond writer  happen  both  of  them  to  copy  from  the  trans- 
lation Y,  it  should  never  happen  to  the  third  writer,  who 
has  three  translations  lying  before  him,  to  copy  in  those 
places  either  from  X  or  from  Zi  In  a  single  instance 
only  the  chance  is  two  to  one  against  the  supposition, 
and  as  the  instances  increase,  the  improbability  increases 
much  more  rapidly  than  the  instances  themselves.  Yet 
we  must  necessarily  make  this  very  improbable  suppo- 
sition, if  the  forai  now  under  consideration  shall  ac- 
count for  the  phenomenon,  that  wherever  St.  Matthew, 
aqd  St.  Luke  agree  verbally  in  K,  St  Mark  likewise 
agrees  verbally  with  both.  For  if  St  Matthew  copied 
from  the  mixed  work  XY,  St.  Luke  from  the  mixed 
work  YZ,  Sj>  Mark  frotp  the  mixed  work  XYZ,  and 
it  be  said,  that  where  St  Matthew  and  St  Luke  ver- 
bally agree,  the  text  of  the  translation  Y  was  in  those 
places  in  both  of  their  copies,  we  must  at  the  same  time 
assume,  that  the  text  of  the  same  translation  Y  was  ia 
all  those  places  likewise  in  the  mixed  work  from  which 
St  Mark  copied :  for  if  in  any  one  of  these  places,  the 
text  either  of  X,  or  of  Z,  had  been  there,  the  words 
of  St*  Mark's  Gospel  could  not  in  that  place  have 
coincided  with  those  of  St  Matthew  and  St  Luke. 
Another  phenomenon,  which  this  form  is  likewise  in- 
capable of  explaining  is,  that  St.  Matthew  and  St 
Mark  have  no  verbal  agreement  in  any  of  those  sections, 
which  in  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  occupy  different  places 
from  those,  which  they  occupy  in  St.  Mark's  Gospel 
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For  this  eflfett  could  not  have  been  produced  by  the 
cause  now  under  consideration,  unless  the  writers  of 
XY  and  XYZ  invariably  copied  from  different  transla- 
tions throughout  all  those  sections,,  which  were  after- 
wards  differently  arranged   by  St*  Matthew  and  St. 
Mark.    But  in  order  to  have  done  this,  they  must  have 
been  endued  with  the  spirit  of  prophecy,  if  the  dif- 
ference of  arrangement  is  to  be  ascribed  either  to  St 
Matthew  or  to  St  Mark.    And  even  if  it  be  ascribed 
to  the  writer  of  XYy  or  of  XYZ,  still  they  must  have 
written  in  concert,  and  have  prescribed  to  themselves 
a  law,  for.  which  no  reason  whatever  can  be  assigned. 
This  form, .  therefore,  will  not  account  for  all  the  phe- 
nomena even  in  ft.    When  we  proceed  to  the  phe- 
nomena in  a,  0,  7,  A,   B,  we  must  likewise  suppose, 
that  various  Greek  translations  had  been  made  of  these 
additions,  but  that  one  set  was  unmixed,  while  another 
was  mixed.    For  instance,  since  St  Matthew  and  St 
Mark  sometimes  verbally  agree  in  a,  at  other  times 
verbally  differ  in  a,  we  must  suppose  that  each  of  their 
copies  contained  a  mixture  of  Greek  translations  of  a  : 
but,  as  St  Mark  and  St  Luke,  except  in  one  short 
sentence,  never  agree  verbally  in  /3,  we  must  suppose 
that,  with  exception  to  that  one  sentence,  two  perfectly 
distinct  and  unmixed  translations  of  /3  had  been  in- 
serted in  the  copies  used  by  St  Mark  and  St.  Luke. 
IJJow,  when  it  is  necessary  to  have  recourse  to  so  many 
artificial  and  perplexed  combinations,  the  chance  is 
always  against  an  hypothesis,  even  if  the  phenomena 
to  be  solved,  can  be  tolerably  explained  by  it:  and 
when  these  phenomena  can    be  easily  solved  by  a 
simple  hypothesis,  the  latter  is  justly  entitled  to  the 
preference.   Besides,  it  is  really  difficult  to  comprehend 
by  what  successive  gradations  three  such  copies,  as  it  is 
necessary  here  to  assume,  could  have  been  formed  :  and 
it  is  inconceivable,  that  in  the  two  copies  used  by  St 
Mark  and  St  Luke,  tf  should  have  existed  in  a  mix- 
ture of  translations,  while  the  additions  j3,  which  are 
interwoven  with  %  that  no  one  in  reading  them 
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perc^if  es  their  distinction,  existed  in  two  different 
translations.     For  these  additions  are  not  supposed  to 
hare  existed  in  a  separate  work,  bat  to  have  been  in- 
sertions in  the  text  of  the  Hebrew  document.    Far- 
ther,  if  the  suppositions  of  such  a  mixture,  and  of 
such  an  unoiixture  of  translations  m  one  and  the  same 
work  were  compatible  wkh  each  other,  yet  the  bare 
notion  that  any  person  ever  made  such  an  attempt  in- 
volves in  it  so  much  improbability,  that  a  case  must 
be  very  desperate,  when  it  is  necessary  to  have  recourse 
to  it    For  though  nothing  is  more  common  than  a 
compilation  from  different  works,  because  it  answers 
this  good  purpose,  that  scattered  materials  are  brought 
into  one  mass,  yet  a  compilation  from  different  trans* 
latiohs  of  one  and  the  same  work  would  be  an  useless 
and  even  ridiculous  undertaking,  since,  if  an  hundred 
translations  were  used,  the  compiled  work  could  not 
possibly  contain   more  matter,   than  each  translation 
singly  contained,  and  would  exhibit  an  heterogeneous 
mixture,  which  could   produce   no  other  efiect  than 
diggupt .  Such  an  undertaking  cannot  be  rendered  pro- 
bable by  appealing  to  what  critics  call  Codices  eclectici, 
or  MSS.  of  the  Greek  Testament,  which  contain,  not 
transcripts  from  any  one  MS.  bat  a  text  formed  by 
adopting  the  readings  of  several  MSS*      For  when 
length  of  time,  and.  a  multiplication  of  copies  of  the 
same  work  have  produced  various  readings  in  it,  the 
writer  of  a  MS.  (since  only  one  of  the  vpuwus  readitagi 
in  each  place  can  be'  the  genuine  one,  and  the  geoaiae 
reading  may  be  contained  sometimes    in  one   c*P7» 
sometimes  in  another),  may  with  great  propriety  have 
recourse  to  several  copies,  and  select  fritta  each  those 
readings,  which  appear  to  him  to  deserve  the  preference. 
Thus  Griesbach  s  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament  is  a 
very  valuable  Codex  feclecticus,  containing  the  most 
approved  readings  of  all  the  known  MSS.    But  if  an 
editor,  who  was  publishing  an  edition  of  the  Latin 
New  Teptament,  should  print  in  one  page  from  the 
of  Erasmus,  in  another  from  the  translation 
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of  Beza,  in  a  third  from  the  translation  of  Castalio,  he 
would  expose  himself  to  ridicule. 

We  will  suppose,  however,  in  order  to  lessen,  if  pos- 
sible, the  inconveniences  attending  the  form  now  under 
consideration,  that  these  mixtures  were  the  result  not 
of  choice,  but  of  necessity,  that  the  person,  who  wrote 
the  copy  XY9  transcribed  from  a  manuscript  of  the 
translation  X,  in  which  there  were  many  chasms,  and 
that  having  no  other  copy  of  the  translation  X%  lie  was 
obliged  to  fill  up  these  chasms  in  the  transcript,  which 
he  himself  was  making,  from  a  manuscript  of  the  trans- 
lation F,  which  happened  in  those  places  to  be  per- 
fect, that  in  like  manner  the  person,  who  wrote  the 
copy  YZf  transcribed  from  a  manuscript  of  the  trans- 
lation Yy  which  was  defective,  and  that  he  was  obliged 
to  fill  up  the  chasms  by  copying  from  a  manuscript  of 
the  translation  Z,  which  in  those  places  was  not  de- 
fective ;  and  lastly,  that  the  person,  who  wrote  the  copy 
XYZ,  transcribed  from  a  mutilated  manuscript  of  the 
translation  Z,  the  chasms  of  which  he  supplied,  partly 
from  a  manuscript  of  the  translation  X,  and  partly, 
where  this  manuscript  was  likewise  defective,  from  a 
manuscript  of  the  translation  Z.  Now  by  this  repre- 
sentation we  avoid  the  difficulty  attending  the  supposi- 
tion of  a  designedness  of  compilation  :  but  then  we 
expose  ourselves  to  another  difficulty,  which  is  equally 
great  For,  as  the  examples  of  verbal  agreement  are 
not  confined  either  to  the  beginning,  or  to  the  middle, 
or  to  the  end  of  our  three  first  Gospels,  but  are  scattered 
throughout  the  whole,  the  chasms  in  the  manuscripts  of 
JC,  Y,  and  Z,  which  were  used  by  the  writers  of  XY9 
YZ9  and  XYZ,  must  have  been  more  numerous,  than 
the  circumstances  of  those  times  can  permit  us  to  sup-' 
pose.  The  Christians  of  the  first  century  were  in 
general  poor,  transcripts  were  attended  with  expence, 
and  therefore  we  cannot  imagine  that  more  were  made, 
than  were  wanted  for  actual  use:  but  no  man,  who 
knows  how  to  use  a  manuscript,  and  understands  its 
value,  will  wantonly  mutilate  or  efface  it.    Such  acci- 
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dents  happen  usually  to  those  manuscripts  alone,  which 
fall  into  the  hands  of  illiterate  barbarians,  who  under- 
stand not  the  language,  in  which  they  are  written,  who 
know  not  their  contents,  who  regard  them  as  waste 
parchment,  and  treat  them  accordingly.  There  is  as 
much  improbability,  therefore,  in  the  supposition,  that 
three  such  mutilated  MSS.  of  the  translation  X,  Y,  and 
Z,  existed  in  the  first  century,  before  pur  canonical 
Gospels  were  written,  as  there  is  in  the  supposition  of  a 
designed  compilation  from  entire  translations.  The  other 
difficulties  are  likewise  equally  great :  for  if  no  combi- 
nations, in  which  the  writers  were  at  liberty  to  combine 
as  they  pleased,  can  satisfactorily  solve  the  phenomena, 
no  combinations,  in  which  the  writers  were  bound  by 
necessity,  can  answer  the  purpose. 

To  avoid  these  objections,  recourse  may  be  had  to 
the  supposition  that  St  Matthew,  instead  of  having 
used  a  translation  XYf  which  had  been  patched  up  from 
the  translations  X  and  Y%  made  use  of  these  translations 
in  an  unmixed  state,  and  that  he  sometimes  copied  from 
X,  at  other  times  from  Y,  and  St.  Luke,  in  like  manner, 
used  two  distinct  translations  Kand  Z,  and  copied  some- 
times from  Y,  sometimes  from  Z,  that  St.  Mark  had  three 
distinct  translations  X,Y>  and  Z,  and  copied  in  one  place 
from  X,  in  another  from  Yy  in  a  third  place  from  Z:  that 
St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  had  each  of  them  more  than 
one  translation  of  a,  and  that  they  copied  sometimes  from 
the  one,  sometimes  from  the  other,  that  St.  Mark  and 
St.  Luke  had  each  only  one,  but  not  the  same,  transla- 
tion of  /3,  and  so  on.  But  this  form  is  so  nearly  allied 
to  the  preceding,  that  most  of  the  objections,  which 
may  be  made  to  the  one,  may  be  made  likewise  to  the 
other.  And  the  latter,  like  the  former,  is  incapable  of 
explaining  the  phenomenon,  that  wherever  St.  Matthew 
and  St  Luke  verbally  agree  in  K,  St  Mark  likewise 
agrees  verbally  with  both.*  For  according  to  the  latter 
form,  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  must  verbally  agree, 
whenever  both  copied  in  the  same  place  from  the  transla- 
tion Y :  but  that  St.  Mark  likewise,  who  had  three 
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translations  X,  Y>  and  Z,  should  always  hit  upon  the 

translation  Yf  and  never  on  either  X  or  Z,  where  St 

Matthew  and  St.  Luke  had  copied  from  Y,  is  not  very 

credible.    Yet  this  supposition  must  be  made:  or  tht 

phenomenon  in  question  remains  unexplained.  Equally 

difficult  shall  we  find  it  to  account  for  the  phenomenon, 

that  St.  Matthew  and  St  Mark  never  agree  verbally  in. 

any  of  the  sections,  which  occupy  different  places  in 

their  Gospels.     For  if  both  St.  Matthew  and  St  Mark 

made  use  of  the  translations  Jf  and  Y,  it  is  inconceivable 

that  they  should  not  have  copied  in  any  one  instance 

throughout  all  these  sections  from  the  same  translation. 

Many  other  difficulties  might  be  pointed  out  which 

attend  this  and  every  other  form,  under  which  a  variety 

of  Greek  translations  may  be  imagined :  but  what  has 

been  already  said  is  sufficient  to  shew,  that  the  phaeno* 

mena  in  our  three  first  Gospels  must  be  explained  on 

some  other  principle. 

4.  That  all  three  Evangelists  used  both  Hebrew  and 
Greek  copies. 

Now  these  Greek  copies,  as  before,  contained  either 
the  same  translation  of  tf ,  or  two  of  them  the  same  and 
the  third  a  different  one,  or  all  three  contained  different 
translations,  or  lastly  the  Evangelists  used  a  mixture  of 
translations.     But  the  first  case  is  not  possible :  for  if 
all  three  Evangelists  had  in  some  places  translated  from 
the  Hebrew,  and  in  other  places  transcribed  from  a 
translation  X,  St  Matthew  and  St  Luke  must  some- 
times have  copied  from  X,  where  St.  Mark  did  not,  as 
well  as  St  Matthew  and  St  Mark,  where  St  Luke  did 
not,  and  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke  where  St.  Matthew  did 
not.     But   since   we  find   no  example,   in  which  St 
St  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  verbally  agree  in  tf  without 
St  Mark,  it  is  evident  that  St  Matthew  and  St  Luke 
cannot  have  copied  from  the  same  translation.     Nor  is 
the  second  case  possible :  for  if  St.  Matthew  and  St 
Mark  had  used  the  same  translation  and  St.  Luke  a 
different  one,  St  Mark  and  St  Luke  could  not  have 
verbally  agreed  in  the  manner  in  which  they  do ;  and  on 
the  other  band,  if  St  Mark  and  St  Luke  had  used  the 
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same  tmoelatioe,  bat  St  Matthew  a  different  one,  St 
Matthew  and  St.  Mark  could  not  have  verbally  agreed 
in  the  manner  in  which  they  do.  For  these  reasons 
the  third  case  is  likewise  impossible.  -  There  remains 
then,  as  before,  only  the  fourth  case,  that  they  used  a 
mixture  of  translations.  But  the  insuperable  difficulties, 
which  attend  this  supposition,  have  been  already  stated 
in  the  preceding  article :  and  these  difficulties  will  not 
be  lessened  by  the  additional  supposition,  that  the  Evan- 
gelists used  likewise  the  Hebrew  original 

&  That  two  Evangelists  used  both  Hebrew  and  Greek 
copies,  while  the  third  used  the  Hebrew  only :  or  that  two 
of  them  used  the  Hebrew  alone,  and  the  third  both  a 
Hebrew  and  a  Greek  copy. 

But  the  first  of  these  two  forms  cannot  account  for  the 
verbal  agreement  in  all  three  Evangelists :  and  the  other 
form  cannot  account  for  the  verbal  agreement  even  be- 
tween any  two. 

&  That  one  of  the  Evangelists  used  the  Hebrew 
alone,  and  that  the  other  two  used  translations  alone :  or 
that  two  of  the  Evangelists  used  the  Hebrew  alone,  while 
the  third  used  the  Greek  translation  alone* 

But  this  form,  in  whatever  light  we  place  it,  will 
never  be  able  to  explain  the  examples  of  verbal  coinci- 
dence in  all  three  Evangelists :  and  therefore  it  is  unne- 
cessary to  point  out  the  single  difficulties,  which  attend 
each  particular  position  of  it 

7.  That  one  of  the  Evangelists  used  a  Greek  transla- 
tion alone,  but  the  other  two  used  both  the  Hebrew  origin 
nal  and  a  Greek  translation :  or  that  two  of  the  Evange- 
lists used  only  a  Greek  translation,  but  that  the  third, 
together  with  a  Greek  translation,  used  also  the  Hebrew 
priginal. 

According  to  this  form,  each  pf  the  Evangelists  used, 
either  with  or  without  the  Hebrew  original*  a  Greek 
translation  of  it.  The  objections  therefore,  which  were 
made  to  No.  S.  and  No.  4.  apply  likewise  to  the  present 
form. 

It  appears  then,  that  the  hypothesis  of  a  common 
Hebrew  original  is  tacapable  pf  giving  a  satefactory 
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Mlutbn  of  the  pbtefiomtna  observable  b  bur  three  first 
Gospels,  if  it  be  repreaented  in  any  of  those  format 
which  include  the  supposition,  that  Si.  Matthe*  wrtt* 
his  Gospel  in  Greek1. 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

THE  VARIOUS  FORMS  OF  THE  ABOVE-MENTIONED 
QENEUAL  SUPPOSITION,  AS  THEY  MAY  BE  RE- 
PRESENTED, WHEN  IT  IS  ASSUMED,  THAT  ST, 
MATTHEW    WROTE     IN     HEBREW,    TRIED    BY   THE 

P0JENOMEPA   IN   THE  VER0AI  HARMONY  OF  THE 
GOSPELS. 

It  remains  therefore  that  we  examine  the  forms,  m 
which  the  hypothesis  may  be  represented,  when  it  Is 
presupposed  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel  in  He- 
brew. 

Now  if  we  presuppose,  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  hjs 
Gospel  in  Hebrew  we  cannot  well  assume,  that  he  made 
use  of  any  Greek  translation :  consequently  the  question, 
whether  Greek  translations  were  used  by  the  Evangelists 
lis  confined  to  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke.  Yet  here,  as 
before,  there  are  various  possible  forms.  We  may  as- 
sume, 

1.  That  St.  Mark  tmdSt.  Luke,  as  well  as  St.  Mat- 
thew, used  copies  of  the  Hebrew  original  only. 
-    But  in  this  case  the  Gospels  of  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke 
would  contain  two  perfectly  independent  translations, 
which,  as  has  been  already  shewn,  is  not  true. 

'  If  for  the  name  of  St.  Matthew  we  substitute  any  other  name  as- 
lamed  at  pleasure,  the  arguments,  which  have  been  uaed  are  eqqsJJy 
valid.  Consequently,  jf  we  suppose  tljat  any  other  person  was  the 
fcuthor  of  our  first  Greek  Gospel!  the  hypotnesis  of  a  common  He* 
brew  document  is  likewise  incapable,  in  any  shape  whatever,  of 
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fi.  That  St.  Mark  and  St.  lake  used  espies  of  the 
Hebrew  original,  but  at  the  same  time  that  the  succes- 
sor used  likewise  the  Gospel  of  his  predecessor. 

But  this  form  is  likewise  insufficient  for  the  explan** 
tion  of  the  phenomena,  as  appears  from  what  was  said 
in  No.  2.  of  the  preceding  chapter. 

3.  That  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  used  Greek  transla- 
tions only. 

By  a  mode  of  reasoning  similar  to  that  which  was 
adopted  in  No.  3.  of  the  preceding  chapter,  it  may  be 
shewn  that  this  form  likewise,  in  whatever  light  it  be 
placed,  is  inadmissible. 

4.  That  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  used  the  Hebrew  ori- 
ginal, and  likewise  different  translations  of  it. 

But  on  this  supposition  the  numerous  examples  of 
verbal  agreement  between  these  two  Evangelists  remain 
unexplained. 

5.  That  the  one  used  the  Hebrew  alonet  while  the 
other  used  a  Greek  translation  alone. 

This  form  is  likewise  inadmissible,  and  for  the  same 
reason,  as  the  foregoing. 

None  of  these  five  forms  therefore  will  account  for 
the  phenomena  in  the  Gospels  of  St.  Mark  and  St 
Luke  alone  :  and  after  these  are  explained,  the  phaeno- 
mena in  the  Greek  translation  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel, 
which  at  present  is  supposed  to  have  been  written  in 
Hebrew,  are  still  left  for  consideration. 


CHAPTER  XV. 

DESCRIPTION    OF   THE  AUTHOR'S   HYPOTHESIS. 

There  remains  however  one  form,  and  that  a  very 

ample  and  probable  one,   which  will  solve  the  ph«- 

wmena  of  every  description  in  a  very  satisfactory  man- 

er,  and  in  a  manner  perfectly  cpnsistent  with  divine 


THREE   FfEST  GOSPELS.  36 1 

inspiration,  as  will  appear  from  a  subsequent  Note. 
wwn  '  form  is  the  following  V 


St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St.  Luke,  all  three, 
used  copies  of  the  common  Hebrew  document  Vt  :  the 
materials  of' which  St.  Matthew,  who  wrote  in  He- 
brew, retained  in  the  language,  in  which  he  found 
them,  but  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  translated  them 
into  Greek.  They  had  no  knowledge  of  each  others 
Gospels :  but  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  beside  their 
copies  of  the  Hebrew  document  tt,  used  a  Greek 
translation  of  it,  which  had  been  made,  before  any 
of  the  additions  a,  j3,  $c.  had  been  inserted.  Lastly, 
as  the  Gospels  of  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  contain 
Greek  translations  of  Hebrew  materials,  which 
were  incorporated  into  St.  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gosr 
pel,  the  person  who  translated  St.  Matthew's  He*, 
brew  Gospel  into  Greek,  frequently  derived  assist- 
ance, from  the  Gospel  of  St.  Mark,  where  St. 
Mark  had  matter  in  common  with  St.  Matthew  r 
and  in  those  places,  but  in  those  places  only,  where 
St.  Mark  had  no  matter  in  common  with  St. 
Matthew,  he  had  frequently  recourse  to  St. 
Luke's  Gospel. 

The  hypothesis,  thus  stated  and  determined,  will 
account  for  all  the  phenomena,  relative  to  the  verbal 
agreement  and  disagreement  in  our  three  first  Gospels, 


a  The  following  form  relates  only  to  the  Hebrew  document, 
which  was  used  by  all  three  Erangelists.  But  beside  this  common 
document,  there  was  another,  used  only  by  St«  Matthew  and  St* 
Luke,  of  which  .more  will.be  said  hereafter. 
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as  well  a^fijr  the  other  manifold  relations,  which  they 
bear  to  each  other :  and  it  contains  nothing,  which  it 
either  improbable  in  itself,  or  is  inconsisteat  with  histo- 
rical evidence.  That  this  may  appear  the  more  dearly, 
let  us  trace  the  several  steps,  which  may  he  supposed  to 
have  been  taken,  from  the  first  drawing  op  of  the  He* 
brew  document  K  to  the  composition  of  our  canonical 
Gospels. 


J,     HEBREW  DOCUMENT  ff^  :   WHICH    CONTAINED 

A   NARRATIVE  OF  FACTS. 


Several  years  before  any  of  our  canonical  Gospels 
were  composed,  a  short  narrative  was  drawn  up  con- 
taining the  principal  transactions  of  Jesus  Christ  from 
his  baptism  to  his  death :  which  narrative  we  denote  by 
If.  It  must  not  be  considered  as  a  finished  history,  but 
as  a  document  containing  only  materials  for  a  history  i 
and  as  those  materials  were  probably  not  nil  communi- 
cated at  the  same  time,  we  must  suppose,  that  they  were 
not  all  placed  in  exact  chronological  order.  It  was 
written,  as  may  be  reasonably  expected,  in  the  native 
language  of  the  Jews  of  Jerusalem,  that  is,  in  Chaldee 
intermixed  with  ancient  Hebrew  words :  but  as  the 
fathers  give  to  this  dialect  the  name  of  Hebrew  as  well 
as  to  toe  language,  in  which  the  Old  Testament  is 
written,  and  the  use  of  the  term  'Hebrew*  in  this 
sense,  when  it  is  properly  explained  will  create  no  con* 
fusion,  we  may  say  that  the  narrative  tt  was  written  in 
Hebrew. 

As  no  persons  were  90  well  qualified  to  give  an  account 
p£  Quirt's  transections,  as  tbey  who  had  constantly 
attended  him,  and  the  ancient  fathers  speak  of  a  'Gospel 
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4ccor<Kog  to  the  Apostles  V  «*d  of  '  Memoirs  of  the 
Apostles  V  we  tntj  suppose,  without  violating  the  rules 
of  probability,  that  this  document  N  wa#  drawn  up  from 
communications  made  by  the  A  post  lea,  and  therefore 
that  it  was  not  only  a  work  of  good  authority,  but  a 
work,  which  was  worthy  of  furnishing  materials  to  any 
one  of  the  Apostles,  who  had  formed  a  resolution  of 
writing  a  more  complete  history.  I  would  not  however 
convert  either  the  Memoirs  of  the  Apostles,  or  the  Gos- 
pel according  to  the  Ap9£t)esf  or  the  Gospel  according 
to  the  Hebrew?  (if  this  was  a  different  work),  as  they 
exfeted  in  a  later  age,  into  the  assumed  Hebrew  docu- 
ment &  which  is  to  be  considered  only  as  the  basis  of 
these,  as  well  as  of  other  Gospels,  But  since  a  work 
may  retain  its  original  npme,  even  after  it  has  lost,  in 
consequence  of  alterations  and  additions,  its  original 
form  aad  extent,  there  is  no  improbability  in  supposing 
that  *  document,  which  served  as  the  ground  work  of 
the  '  Goppel  according  to  the  Apostles/  was  called!  by 
some  Hebrew  title,  which  in  Greek  would  be  expressed 

t>y  Atnywc  d  irspc  rmv  ic.  t.  X.  cadwc  wapsSoaav  ot  airosoXoi. 

Or  the  person,  or  .persons,  who  drew  it  up  from  the 
communications  of  the  Apostles,  might  entitle  it  Amy?*** 

ircpc  twv  jr&rXnpo^optyiciwv  «v  ypiV  vpayuLarw,  caOaic  Tape • 
Boaav  ij/wwv  ot  a  if  «p\nc  avroirrai  Key.  vw*pcrai  ycvopevoi  t*  Xq» 

y*$  a  title,  which  St.  Luke  hiiQself  has  quoted  in  the  *?re# 
face  to  his  Gospel.  That  these  words  are  not  St.  Luke's 
own,  hut  the  title  of  a  book,  is  a  conjecture  of  Lessing*, 

b  T«ff  M*x*  tvayyttoot  as  named  by  Origen  in  his  first  homily  on 
St.  Luke's  Gospel  (Origen.  Op*  Tom.  HI.  p.  982.  Note  a  ed.  Dela- 
rueV^secundum  Apostolos,  as  called  by  Jerom  in  his  third  book; 
against  the  Pelagians,  and  n»»  **&**,  as  named  by  Theophylact  in 
the  Preface  to  his  Commentary  on  St.  Luke's  Gospel. 

c  AroptiiuoNf/para  ta>f  Am??***.  By  this  name  Justin  Martyr  calls 
the  work,  from  which  he  cites  passages  relathre  to  Christ's  history : 
and  he  says  expressly  of  it  vw*  rm  Avoro***  x«i  tot  muti*  tommo**- 
&Kr*n*9  *vmra%Q***  Dialog,  cum  Tryphone,  p.  SSI.  ed.  Colon. 

4  Not  wayyiXw :  for  it**yyix*op  in  the  first  century  had  not  ac- 
quired the  sense  of  '  Life  of  Christ/ 

•  Theologischer  Nachlasa,  p.  65. 
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which  is  approved  by  Stbrrf :  and  that  the  conjecture  fa 
not  ill-founded  will  appear  from  the  following  considera- 
tions.    1.  After  St  Luke  had  written,  orctcWcp  woXA« 

tTtyHpriaav  avcrra£cKr0ai,  he  would  have  used,  not  Suf-yipi* 

in  the  singular,  but  cVyn<mc  in  the  plural,  if  by  this 
word  he  had  meant,  as  is  commonly  supposed  f,  to  ex- 
press narratives  written  by  these  woAAot.  2.  Avtrc^ffci 
8uryiy<Ttv  is  not  synonymous  to  ypaifm  Seiry^nf :  for  it  does 
not  signify  l  to  write  a  new  narrative/  but  '  to  re- 
arrange a  narrative  already  written.'  3.  If  these  had  beea 
St.  Luke's  own  words,  he  toust  have  said  jcalfoc  wapc&ww 
avrocc>  and  not  icaflwc  irap&wrav  rifiiv :  for  though  we  may 
say  of  other  persons,  that  they  have  undertaken  to  write 
a  history,  as  eye-witnesses  have  related  the  facts  to  thcm> 
we  cannot  well  say,  that  they  have  undertaken  to  write 
a  history,  as  eye-witnesses  have  related  the  facts  to  s»\ 
4*  If  so  many  persons  had  '  written  narratives  of 
Christ's  transactions,  and  had  written  only  what  eye- 
witnesses to  these  transactions  bad  related,  there  was  the 
less  necessity  for  St.  Luke  to  write  a  Gospel,  and  Tbeo- 
philus  might  have  '  known  the  certainty  of  these  things,' 
though  St.  Luke  had  nbt  written.  5.  All  the  objec- 
tions are  removed  by  the  supposition,  that  the  words 
from  StTiyrpiv  to  Xoysy  are  nothing  more  than  a  Greek 
translation  of  a  Hebrew  title,  wbich  bad  been  adopted 
by  the  writer  or  writers  of  the  Hebrew  document  H : 
that  in  the  interval,  which  elapsed  between  the  compo- 
sition of  this  document,  and  that  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel, 


'  Zweck  der  Evangelischen  Geschichte  und  Briefe  .Johannis  (Tu- 
bingen 1786,  8vo.)  p.  357.  But  neither  Leasing  nor  Storr  apply  the 
conjecture  in  the  manner,  in  which  it  is  here  applied. 

*  See  MM.  Prol.  §  35. 

h  No  commentator,  as  far  as  I  know,  has  made  this  remark,  though 
it  appears  to  be  a  very  obvious  one.  JL.  Capellus  proposed  indeed  a 
transposition,  of  all  the  words  from  *a0*c  to  *oy»,  and  recommended 
their  insertion  after  ax^iC*?,  which  would  remove  the  objection  here 
made ;  but  Cappellus  appears  to  have  had  a  different  object  in  view. 
At  any  rate,  a  cause  must  be  very  desperate  Before  such  arbitrary 
transpositions  can  be  admitted. 
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many  persons  had  attempted  to  re-arrange  and  new- 
model  the  Hebrew  narrative  ft,  by  making  in  it  addi- 
tions, transpositions*  &c.  in  short  avaraZaaOai  mv  &«- 
yiKFtv* :  and,,  that  as  not  all  the  additions,  which  had  been 
made  by  these  many  writers,  were  drawn  from  the  best 
sources k,  St.  Luke,  who  had  accurately  traced  every 
transaction  from  the  beginning  (irap^KoXsO^K^q  aro*(kv 
naoiv  aKp&wg),  resolved  to  compose  a  narrative,  of  which 
be  made,  as  others  had  done,  the  authentic  document  * 
the  basis,  but  introduced  only  such  additions,  as  he 
knew  were  consistent  with  the  truth,  that  Theophilus, 
for  whose  immediate  use  he  wrote,  might  know  the  cer- 
tainty of  those  things,  in  which  he  had  been  instructed, 

(Iva  nriyvu)  xcpi  £>v  KaTi\yr\dr\  Xoytov  tijv  a<J<f>a\ua#).      Tll£ 

same  motive  which  induced  St.  Luke  to  compose  a  Gos- 
pel in  Greek,  might  have  induced  St.  Matthew  to  com- 
pose a  Gospel  in  Hebrew,  that  the  Jewish  converts  in 
Palestine  might  likewise  be  able  to  distinguish  truth 
from  falsehood. 

But  whether  this  conjecture  be  grounded  or  not,  the 
hypothesis  itself  remains  unaffected. 

II.      GREEK      TRANSLATION      OF      THE      HEBREW 

DOCUMENT  g^. 

As  the  document  K  was  written  in  Hebrew,  and  was 
therefore  unintelligible  to  the  Greek  Christians,  it  was 
soon  translated  into  Greek.  This  Greek  translation, 
which  I  suppose  to  have  been  made,  before  the  text  of 
X  had  been  augmented  by  any  additions  a,  j3,  &c^  may 

be  denoted  tf. 

'St.  Luke  has  «»«t*£o*0*»  hnyw»>  without  the  article.  Whether 
this  omission  is  sufficient  to  destroy  the  whole  conjecture,  I  leave 
to  be  determined  by  the  learned. 

k  I  have  no  doubt  that  these  persons  had  the  honest  intention  of 
relating  only  what  they  believed  to  be  true,  nor  does  St.  Luke's  Pre- 
face imply  the  contrary.  But  as  they  who  take  their  information, 
at  second  hand,  are  liable  to  be  deceived,  they  had  undesignedly 
blended  inaccurate  with  accurate  accounts:  and  this  St.  Luke's 
Preface  doe$  imply. 
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III.      COPIES     OP     THB     HEBREW      DOCUMENT^ 


WITH     ADDITIONS. 


In  process  of  time,  as  new  communications  from  the 
Apostles  and  other  eye-witnesses  brought  to  light  either 
additional  circumstances  relative  to  transactions  already 
recorded  in  #>  or  transactions,  which  had  been  left 
wholly  unnoticed,  those  persons,  who  possessed  copies  of 
lt>  added  in  their  manuscripts  such  additional  circum- 
stances and  transactions ;  and  these  additions  in  subse- 
quent copies  were  inserted  in  the  text.  The  additions 
of  the  former  kind  have  been  denoted  above  by  «,  /3,  y : 
those  of  the  latter  kind  by  A,  B,  r  \  We  may  suppose 
then,  that  in  one  copy  the  additions  o+A  were  made, 
in  another  copy  the  additions /3+B ;  that  in  a  third  copy 
these  additions  were  united,  and  lastly  that  the  first  and 
the  second  copies  were  each  of  them,  further  augmented 
by  the  additions  y  and  T  \  The  genealogy  of  these 
transcripts  may  he  represented  in  the  following  manner1. 

1  r  i  denotes  those  sections,  which  St  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  have 
in  the  sane  order;  r*  those  which  they  have  in  a  (liferent  order. 
See  theendofCb.il. 
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By  this  genealogy,  the  origin  of  the  three  copies  sup- 
posed to  have  been  used  by  St  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and 
S(.  Luke,  is  traced  in  an  easy  and  simple  manner,  and 
there  is  no  necessity  either  for  making  any  perplexed  and 
improbable  combinations,  or  for  supposing  a  great  mul- 
tiplication of  copies.  Two  intermediate  transcripts, 
between  the  original  document K and  the  copies  supposed 
to  have  been  used  by  the  Evangelists,  were  sufficient. 

IV.      SUPPLEMENTAL     HEBREW     DOCUMENT     J> 
WHICH    CONTAINED     A   rvupoXoynx. 

In  addition  to  the  document  N,  which  contained  a 
series  of  facts,  another  document  was  drawn  up,  con- 
taining a  collection  of  precepts,  parables,  and  discourses, 
which  had  been  delivered  by  Christ,  at  different  times, 
and  on  different  occasions.  In  this  collection,  though 
many  of  the  facts  were  noted,  which  gave  rise  to  those 
precepts,  parables,  and  discourses,  no  regard  was  paid 
to  chronological  order.  It  was  not  common  to  all  three 
Evangelists,  for  it  was  used  only  by  St.  Matthew  and 
St.  Luke :  and  these  two  Evangelists  had  not  the  same, 
but  different  copies  of  it,  St  Matthew's  copy  containing 
some  things,  which  were  not  in  St  Luke's,  and  St  Luke's 
copy  some  things,  which  were  not  in  St  Matthew's, 
From  this  supplemental  document,  which  may  be  de- 
noted by  2,  were  derived  the  sections  r  \ 

-  Further,  though  St.  Matthew's  copy  contained  K+«+y+ A+r", 
it  is  not  therefore  to  be  inferred  that  these  were  the  tohole  of  its  eon- 
tents.  For  it  is  not  improbable  that  it  contained  some  additions, 
which  had  been  made  neither  in  the  copy  used  by  St.  Mark,  nor  in 
the  copy  used  by  St.  Luke :  and  that  hence  St.  Matthew  derived 
some  of  the  materials,  which  are  in  his  Gospel  alone.  The  same 
Observation  may  be  made  in  respect  to  the  copies  used  by  St.  Mark 
and  St.  Luke.  Such  additions,  as  were  peculiar  to  each  of  the  three 
copies  might  be  denoted,  in  one  by  a,  in  the  other  by  E,  in  the 
third  by  z.  But  they  cannot  be  taken  into  the  present  estimate, 
because  we  have  no  data,  to  distinguish  them  from  the  additions, 
which  each  Evangelist  himself  made. 


I 
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V.  st.  Matthew's  he  brew  gospel.  * 

St.  Matthew  wrote,  his  Gospel  in  Hebrew,  and  made 
the  Hebrew  document  ft,  augmented  by  the  additions 
«+7+A+r ',  the  basis  of  his  Gospel.  He  likewise  in- 
serted in  various  parts  of  his  Gospel  much  matter  (r  *), 
which  was  contained  in  the  supplemental  document  d- 
Thus  he  gave  the  sanction  of  apostolical  agthority  to  facts 
and  discourses,  which  were  already  recorded.  Further, 
he  made  many  additions,  sometimes  of  particular  circum-  a 
stances,  at  other  times  of  facts  and  discourses,  which  are 
contained,  neither  in  the  Gospel  of  St  Mark,  nor  in  that 
of  St.  Luke.  Lastly,  be  arranged  and  digested  the 
whole  according  to  bis  own  plan  :  in  the  former  part  of 
the  document  tf  he  made  many  transpositions,  because 
many  of  the  facts  had  not  been  placed  in  chronological 
order,  and  in  many  other  places  he  altered  and  improved 
the  original  text.  According  to  this  representation,  St 
Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel  must  be  considered  as  a  work 
quite  distinct  from  that  document,  which  was  the  basis 
only  of  his  Gospel,  as  well  as  of  the  other  two.  Nor 
must  it  be  confounded  with  that  Hebrew  Gospel  which 
was  afterwards  called  St,  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel !, 
and  was  used,  (but  in  copies  which  did  not  agree  with 
each  other)  by  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Ebionites  m. 

i  Quod  voealur  a  plerisque  Matthaei  authenticuro,  as  Jerom  says 
in  note  to  Matth.  xii.  IS.  (Tom.  IV.  P.  I.  p.  47.  ed.  Benedict.)  and, 
ut  plerique  autvmant,  juxta  M atthttum,  aa  he  says,  (adv.  Pelag.  Lib. 
III.T.  IV.  P.  II.  p.  533).  Now  if  Jerom  had  himself  been  con- 
vinced, that  the  Hebrew  Gospel,  which  he  saw  at  the  end  of  the 
fourth  century,  was  St.  Matthew's  genuine  text,  he  would  not  have 
said,  quod  vocatur%  &c.  and  ut  plerique  autumant,  &c.  when  Irenaeus 
therefore  says  (adv.  H  seres.  Lib.  III.  cap.  11),  that  the  Ebionites 
used  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  his  testimony  proves  only,  that  the 
Ebonite  Gospel  bore  the  name  of  St.  Matthew  in  the  second  century,, 
not  that  it  was  St.  Matthew's  genuine  original ;  a  fact,  which  Irenesusp 
who  did  not  understand  Hebrew,  oould  not  attest. 

*  The  copy  used  by  theNaaarepca  is  called  by  Epiphanias  (Hfcrasv 

XXIX.  9.)  T«  mat*  M«T0«io»  tvayytfoop  «r\yp*aTmT**  Itylirm  '   Of  thft 
VOL.  II!.  PART  II.  ii  b 
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That  these  copies  contained  in  some  places  matter,  which 
is  not  at  all  in  our  Greek  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  and 
that  where  they  had  the  same  or  similar  matter  the  rela- 
tions were  frequently  very  different,   appears  from  the 
quotations  of  Jerom  and  Epiphanius  B.  Either  therefore 
they  differed  in  many  respects  from  St  Matthew's  ge- 
nuine original,  tjr  the  later  differed  materially  from  our 
Greek  translation.     But,  according  to  the  hypothesis, 
Much  is  here  proposed,  our  first  Greek  Gospel  is  no- 
thing more  and  nothing  less  than  a  plain  translation  of 
St.   Matthew's  genuine  original.       Consequently  St 
Matthew's  genuine  original  must,  according  to  our  hy- 
pothesis, be  considered  as  a  Gospel,  which  was  not  in- 
deed totally  different  from,  but  was  not  precisely  the 
same  with  the  Hebrew  Gospel  used  by  the  Nazarenes 
and  the  Ebionites.     How  it  came  to  pass  that  the  Gos- 
pel of  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Ebionites  acquired  among 
other  titles  (for  it  had  more  than  one)  the  appellation 
of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  whether,  as  used  by  the  Naza- 
renes iii  the  first  century  it  was  really  St  Matthew's 
Hebrew  original,   but  gradually  lost  its  pristine  form 
through  numerous  alterations  and  additions,  or  whether 
from  the  very  first  it  was  a  different  offspring  from  the 
Hebrew  document  tt,   but  was  afterwards  confounded 
with  the  Hebrew  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  because  both 
of  them    were   used  by  inhabitants  of  Judaea,  were 
written  in  the  same  language,  and  contained  much  mat- 
ter in  common  with. each  other,  is  a  question  of  no  im- 
portance to  the  present  inquiry,  which  relates  only  to 
the  origin  of  our  three  first  canonical  Gospels. 


copy  used  by  the  Ebionites  be  says,  (Hares.  XXX.  IS.)  »  t»  vm^ 

avTotf  tvayyiXw,  Karat  M«t0»»o»  o«ppo»£opira»,  *%  fa*  &  «r\*ftaT*T*f  *M* 

■  The  quotations  of  Jerom  and  Epiphanius  from  the  copies  used 
by  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Ebionites  have  been  collected  by  Grabc 
and  Fabricius,,  but  more  completely  by  Jones,  in  his  New  and  fiifl 
method  of  settling  the  canonical  authority  of  the  New  Testament, 
Vol.  L  p.  336-350. 
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VI.   ST.    LUKE'S  GOSPEL0. 

St  Luke  had  a  copy  of  the  Hebrew  document  H 
which  had  been  enriched  by  the  additions  (5+y+B+T1. 
This  copy  he  made  the  basis  of  the  principal  part  of  his  . 
Gospel,  and  adhered  to  it  throughout  even  In  the  ar~ 
rangement  of  the  facts  p,  not  venturing  to  transpose  any 
of  them,  as  St.  Matthew  did,  because  be  was  not  an 
Apostle  and  eye-witness,  and  had  no  knwledge  of  St. 
Matthew's  Gospel \    He  likewise  derived  much  matter 

0 

•  It  is  immaterial  to  the  present  hypothesis,  whether  the  Gospel 
of  St.  Luke  was  written  before  that  of  St  Mark,  or  not.  But  as  there 
is  reason  to  believe,  that  St.  Luke's  Gospel  was  written  before  that 
of  St.  Mark,  I  place  it  immediately  after  St.  Matthew's  Hebrew 
Gospel.  And  that  even  St.  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel  was  written 
after  that  of  St.  Luke  is  neither  impossible  nor  improbable ;  but  aa 
no  one  ean  prove  that  ft  was,  I  have  assigned  to  it  its  usual  place* 

p  When  St.  Luke  says  in  his  Preface  (Ch,  I.  S.)  that  he  wrote 
mQi6k9  he  alludes  perhaps  to  his  retention  of  the  order,  in  which 
the  facts  were  arranged  in  his  document  * :  an  order,  which  had  not 
been  retained  by  those,  of  whom  he  juys  in  bis  Preface  that  they 
had  undertaken  «Mrro£a?6ai  k*yrnn». 

*  As  St.  Luke  himself  declares  in  his  Preface,  that  he  had  made  the 
nost  diligent  inquiries  in  respect  to  the  history  of  Jesus  Christ,  and 
as  he  had  ample  means  of  information  during  the  two  years  which 
he  spent  in  Judaea, while  St.  Paul  was  prisoner  at  Cssarea,  it  may  be 
objected,  that  during  that  period  he  must  have  beard  of  St.  Matthew's 
Hebrew  Gospel,  as  well  as  of  the  Hebrew  documents  K  and  a.  But  ' 
that  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  then  existed,  is  more  than  any  man  can 
prove.  On  the  contrary,  according  to  Irenasus,  the  most  ancient  evi„ 
dence  on  this  subject,  St.  Matthew  did  not  write  till  after  St.  Luke 
bad  left  Judaea,  to  accompany  St.  Paul  into  Italy :  for  Irenieus  says, 
(Euseb.  H.  E.  Lib.  V.  cap.  8.)  that  St.  Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel 
in  Hebrew,  while  St.  Paul  and  St.  Peter  were  in  Rome.  This  suffi- 
ciently accounts  for  the  fact,  that  St.  Luke  had  no  knowledge  of  St, 
Matthew's  Gospel,  a  fact,  which  may  be  proved  on  other  grounds, 
which  it  is  unnecessary  to  repeat.  But  whether  St,  Luke  drew  up  his 
Gospel  and  presented  it  to  Theophilua,  before  Sl  Matthew  '*  Hebrew 
Gospel  was  written,  is  another  inquiry,  in  which  it  is  pot  so  easy  to 
give  a  satisfactory  answer,  because  no  one  knows,  at  least  with 
certainty,  whether  Thcophilus,  for  whose  particular  use  St.  Luke 
wrote,  lived  in  Jucbea,  or  whether  he  lived  elsewhere :  and  there, 
fore,  since  it  frequently  happens,  that  an  author  draws  up  a  work 
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(P)  as  St.  Matthew  did,  from  the  supplemental  Hebrew 
document  2 ;  but  from  a  copy  of  it,  which  contained 
some  things;  which  St.  Matthew's  copy  did  not,  as  St 
Matthew's  copy  contained  some  things,  which  St.  Lukes 
copy  did  not. .  The  use  likewise,  which  St.  Luke  made 
of  the  document  3,  was  different  from  that,  which  St* 
Matthew  made  of  it.  For,  as  the  document  2  contained 
a  collection  of  precepts,  parables,  and  discourses,  which 
fyad  be?n  delivered  by  Christ  at  different  times,  and  on 
different  occasions,  St.  Matthew  inserted  them  in  various 
parts  of  his  Gospel,  having  regard  probably  to  the  times 
and  to  the  occasions,  on  which  they  were  delivered. 
But  St.  Luke,  who  was  not  present  at  their  delivery, 
retained  them  for  the  most  part,  though  not  wholly,  in; 
the  collection,  In  which  he  Wund  them :  and  this  collec* 
tion,  with  exception  to  a  discourse  and  &  parable, 
which  will  be  considered  hereafter,  be  inserted  in  that 
portion  of  his  Gorfpel,  which  begins  with  ch,  ix.  )5. 
acid  ends  with  ch.  xtitL  14«  a  portion,  which  consists 
Almost  wholly  of  precepts,  parables,  and  discourses,  the 
few  facts,  which  are  introduced  in  it,  being  nothing 
more  than  preludes  to  the  discourses  themselves.  Of 
this  portion  the  documents  was  the  basis,  as  the  docu- 
ment M  was  the  basis  of  the  rest  of  his  Gospel,  which 
contains  chiefly  a  series  of  facts.  Further,  in  addition  to 
the  materials,  which  St.  Luke  derived  from  ft  and  3, 
he  inserted  in  his  Gospel  much  other  matter,  the  know- 
ledge  of  which  he  obtained  from  the  diligent  inquiries, 
of  which  he  speaks  in  his  Preface. 

many  years  after  be  has  collected  the  materials  for  it,  we  cannot 
determine,  whether  St.  Luke  wrote  his  Gospel  before  he  left  Judsa, 
in  which  case  he  wrote  most  probably  before  St.  Matthew,  or  whe- 
ther he  Wrote  it  after  he  had  left  Judse&,  in  which  case  he  may,  or 
may  not,  have  written  after  St:  Matthew.  On  the  other  hand,  if 
it  were  certain  that  St.  Luke  wrote  before  St.  Matthew,  and  that  he 
wrote  even  in  Judaea,  we  should  have  no  reason  to  think  it  extraor- 
dinary, that  St.  Matthew  had  no  knowledge  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel, 
since  it  was  destined,  though  ultimately  for  the  church  at  large,  yet 
immediately  for  the  use  of  an  individual,  and  therefore  was  not  so 
publicity  known,  till  some  years,  after  it  was  written. 
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As  St  Luke  wrote  in  Greek,  but  drew  the  greatest 
part  of  his  materials  from  Hebrew  documents,  the 
greatest  part  of  his  Gospel  contains  a  translation  from 
the  Hebrew ;  and  in  translating  from  the  document  ft, 
he  had  frequent  recourse  to  the  Greek  version  N,  which 
had  been  made  of  this  document  in  its  primitive  state. 

VII.  ST.  mark's  gospel. 

St  Mark  used  a  copy  of  the  Hebrew  document  *, 
which  had  been  enriched  by  the  additions  A+/3+A+B. 
This  copy  be  made  the  basis  of  his 'Gospel,  and  adhered 
to  k,  as  St  Luke  had  done  to  his  copy,  even  in  the 
arrangement  of  the  facts.  Bui  he  made  oo  use  of  the 
supplemental  document  2 ;  and  with  the  exception  to 
two  or  three  short  sections,  which  are  peculiar  to  his 
Gospel,  the  additions  which  he  himself  made,  consist  in 
the  notation  of  particular  circumstances  relative  tP 
transactions  already  recorded.  As  St.  Mark  wrote  in 
Creek,  but  drew  his  materials  from  the  Hebrew,  hfs  Gos- 
pe),with  the  exception  of  the  additions,  which  he  himself 
made,  is  a  translation,  and  frequently  a  paraphrastical 
translation,  from  the  Hebrew.  However  in  many  places 
he  adopted  as  St.  Luke  had  done,  the  words  of  the  Greek 
translation  R.  J3ut  he  had  no  knowledge  either  of  St. 
JLukes  Gospel,  or  of  the  HebrewGospel  of  St.  Matthew*. 


*  If  St.  Mark  the  Evangelist  as  there  is  reason  to  believe,  was  the 

person,  who  is  called  *  Jehu  Mark'  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  it 

will  be  objected  perhaps,  Utat  St.  Matthew's  Hebrew  G«>sj*eJ  could 

jpot  bave.been  unknown  lohiw,  because  the  mother  of  John  Mark  not 

paly  Jived  in  Jerusalem,  hut  had  made  her  house  a  place  of  assembly 

(qx  the  primitive  Christians,  Acts  *ii.  12.    But  .before  this  objection 

jcpa  be  of  any  weight,,  it  must  be  shewn  that  Si.  M&rk  resided  at  Je- 

wpaiea*,  <or,at  Jteaat  »o  .Judaea,  after  Si.  Matthew  had  written  bis 

Gospe}:  fyr,  if  hcieijfc  Judasa  before  bt.  Matthew  wrote,  and  did 

Dpt.&esuro  tfufiber,  he  .might  have  seen  and  have  taken  with  him  « 

<copy  jrf  .the  Hebrew  document  #,  and.  yet  never  have  seen  the  H&- 

brew  Gospel  *f  £t.  M,atthaw.    Now  that  St.  Marjk  resided  At  Jeru- 

•mIojq,  or  e**o  ap  Judasa,  after  St.  Matthew'*  Gospel  was  written,  is 

.**>*?  ths*  *ny  «w*n  ***  (WW.    The  Jest  tflase,  Jo  which  be  is  jwgu- 

tiqped  m  Ae  A#s  ,tf  tfr  Afffltles,  ^  qh,  xv.  $7.  ?&  whjyr/she  jjs 
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VHL     GREEK     TRANSLATION    OF   ST.   MATTHEW** 

HEBREW  GOSPEL* 

St.  Matthew's.  HehrewGospel  was  translated  literally* 
into  Greek,  and  this  Greek  translation  is  the  Gospel, 
which  occupies  the  first  place  in  our  canon r.    It  was  not 

described  as  setting  oat  from  Antioch  to  accompany  Barnabas  to 
the  island  of  Cyprus :  but  at  that  time  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  was  do* 
written,  as  appears  from  a  preceding  note.  St.  Mark  afterwards 
accompanied  St.  Peter,  and  came  at  last  to  Home,  where  he  resided, 
when  St.  Paul  wrote  his  Epistle  to  the  Colossians  (Col.  !▼.  10),  and 
where  St.  Mark  probably  wrote  his  Gospel.  But  that  during  the  in- 
terval which  elapsed  between  St.  Mark's  departure  from  Antioch,  in 
company  with  Barnabas,  and  his  arrival  afterwards  in  Rome,  he 
passed  any  time  at  Jerusalem,  Is  a  matter* ,  of  which  we  find  no  traces 
in  any  part  of  the  New  Testament.  To  the  supposition  therefore 
that  St.  Mark  had  never  seen  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  no  objection 
can  be  made  on  historical  ground.  And  the  supposition  that  be  had 
never  seen  St.  Luke's  Gospel  can  admit  of  no  difficulty,  for  the 
reason  dready  assigned  in  a  preceding  Note. 

*  According  to  the  proposed  hypothesis  therefore  St.  Matthew's 
Hebrew  original  was  not  merely  the  basis  of  our  first  Greek  .Gospel, 
as  the  assumed  Hebrew  document  is  supposed  to  be  the  basis  of  the 
Gospels  of  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke.  For.  these  two  Evangelists, 
though  they  translated  from  a  Hebrew  document,  acted  at  the  same 
time  with  the  freedom  of  authors,  and  treated  their  original  as  a 
work,  which  supplied  them  only  with  materials,  which  they  them- 
selves digested,  augmented,  and  improved.  St.  Matthew's  trans- 
lator on  the  contrary  acted  as  a  mere  translator,  and  attempted 
nothing  more  than  to  give  a  faithful  and  close  copy  of  his  original* 

f  Though  no  one  can  positively  assert,  that  this  is  the  only  Greek 
translation,  which  was  made  of  St.  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel,  there  is 
no  ground  for  asserting  the  contrary.  It  is  true,  that  many  eminent  cri- 
tics have  appealed  to  the  following  words  of  Papias,  (Euseb.  Hist. 

Eccles.  Lib.  III.  C  39.)  Marfauoc  pi »  » » *ECp«tJi  JkaXivrtfrtt  toyta  *m- 

yfm^mxQ*  fyywtvct  ?  «vta,  »*  thvar*  lxxr& :  and  have  produced  the 
latter  clause  as  authority,  that  several  translations  were  made  of  St. 
Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel.  But,  as  far  as  I  am  able  to  judge,  the 
words  of  Papias  signify  nothing  more  than,  that  every  one  who  used 
St.  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel  (which  every  man  must,  who  need  it 
at  all,  before  a  Greek  translation  had  been  made)  interpreted  it,  or 
made  it  out,  as  well  as  he  could.  That  every  man,  who  used  St. 
Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel,  mote  a  translation  of  it  is  incredible : 
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made  till  some  time  after  the  Gospels  of  St  Mark  and 
St.  Luke  were  written  :  and  both  of  these  Gospels  were 
consulted  by  the  translator  \  which  he  used  in  the  fol- 
lowing manner.  Wherever  St  Mark  had  matter  in 
common  with  St  Matthew,  he  had  no  recourse  to  St 
Luke's  Gospel  \  but  in  those  places  he  frequently  tran- 
scribed from  that  of  St.  Mark,  because  St  Mark's 
Gospel,  as  well  as  that  of  St  Luke,  already  contained  a 
Greek  translation  of  a  great  part  of  the  Hebrew  materials, 
which  had  been  incorporated  into  •  St  Matthew's  He- 
brew Gospel.  On  the  other  hand,  where  he  could 
%  derive  no  assistance  from  St  Mark's  Gospel,  or  in  the 
places,  where  St.  Luke  alone  had  matter  in  common 


does  the  word  ngtrmvat  warrant  any  such  conclusion <  If  Papias  had 
intended  to  say,  that  several  written  translations  had  been  made  of 
St.  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel,  he  would  have  hardly  used  the  term 
ip/*9*fvtf,  but  ipfinnia*,  or  rather  fAiratyaunr  yf*f» :  tor  though  tyf*«- 
mv«  does  not  exclude  the  sense  of  a  written  translation,  it  does  not, 
when  used  alone^imply  it.  And  that  Papias  did  not  intend  to  ascribe 
to  it  this  sense  appears  from  his  applying  to  it  the  indefinite  term 
Uar&>  which  excludes  the  notion  of  written  translations. 

9  The  supposition*  that  the  Greek  translator  of  St.  Matthew's  He- 
brew Gospel  used  the  Gospels  both  of  St.  Mark  and  of  St.  Luke,  is 
not  at  all  affected  by  the  arguments,  which  various  writers  have 
alleged,  to  prove  that  the  Evangelists  did  not  see  each  other's  writ- 
ings. Forthese  arguments  relate  to  them  merely  as  authors,  and  rest 
on  the  principle,  that  if  the  one  had  seen  the  writings  of  the  other, 
their  Gospels  would  in  many  places  have  been  different  from  what 
we  really  find  them.  But  this  principle  does  not  apply  to  a  mere 
translator,  whose  object  is  to  give  a  faithful  copy  of  his  original, 
and  not  to  attempt  an  improvement  of  it,  either  by  alterations  or 
additions  from  the  works  of  other  writers  on  the  same  subject.  The 
argument  likewise,  which  I  used  in  ch.  viii.  against  the  opinion, 
that  any  part  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  was  copied  from  that  of  St. 
Mark,  applies  merely  to  the  author,  it  being  there  supposed  that  St, 
Matthew  wrote  in  Greek. 

1  As  St.  Mark  had  been  a  constant  attendant  on  St.  Peter,  who 
was  one  of  the  twelve  Apostles,  there  is  nothing  improbable  in  the 
supposition  that  St.  Matthew's  translator  preferred  St.  Mark's 
Gospel  to  that  of  St.  Luke's.  This  is  not  the  only  instance  of  such 
a  preference ;  for  Michaelis  himself  says,  (Vol.  III.  Ch.  v.  Sect.  6.) 
that  when,  there  is  a  variation  between  St.  Mark  and  St»  l<uke,  ha 
would  abide  by  the  account  of  the  former* 
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H-ith  St  Matlbe*,    he  very  frequently  Adopted  the 
translation,  which  already  existed  in  St.  Lake's  Gospel  *. 

i  i    ii ~— ^Bjasw*" 

Such  are  the  steps  which  may  be  .supposed  to  bavebeeo 
taken  from  the  first  drawing  up  of  the  Hebrew  document 
It  to  the  composition  of  our  canonical  Gospels*  There 
is  no  internal  improbability  attending  any  one  of  them : 
they  are  neither  numerous,  nor  complicated :  they  are 
neither  inconsistent  with  the  (tanners  of  the  first  century, 
nor.  contradictory  to  the  evidence  of  real  history  \ 
That  St  Matthew  wrote  his  Gospel,  in  Hebrew,  is  asserted 
by  the  voice  of  all  antiquity :  this  part  of  the  hypothesis 
therefore  is  confirmed  by  positive  evidence.  That  St* 
Mark  wrote  merely  from  the  preaching  of  St.  Peter  is 

*  Whcteve*  thrnks  It  improbable,  that  the  translator  of  St.  Mat- 
thew's Hebrew  Gospel,  if  he  had  been  in  possession  of  St.  Luke's 
Gospel,  should  never  have  copied  from  it  as  long  as  St.  Mark  had 
matter  in  common  with  St.  Matthew,  may  without  injuring  the  rest 
trf  the  hypothesis  make  in  this  part  of  it  the  following  alteration, 
and  suppose,  that  he  had  only  an  extract  from  St.  Luke's  Gospel, 
boiftaming  such  parts  of  it,  as  were  not  in  the  Gospel  of  St.  'Mark. 
And  in  the  explanation  of  the  phenomena  observable  in  the  verba) 
harmony  of  the  -Evangelists,  whenever  I  suppose,  that  the  translator 
used  tte  Gospel  of  St.  Luke,  may  be  substituted  by  those,  Who  pre- 
fer it,  the  supposition  that  he  tmed  only  such  an  extract. 

«  Every  stop,  which  is  here  supposed  to  have  been  taken,isi3cewise 
perfectly  consistent  wfththe-doctrine  of  inspiration,  not  indeed  of  twr- 
4o/ inspiration,  but  of  inspiration,  as  ft  is  understood  hy  feishap  War- 
burton  «ad  Dr.  Whitby.  The  former  in  his  doctrine  of  Grace, 
Book  1 .  Ch.  7.  oonsiders  the  Holy  Spirit  as  having  operated  on  the 
sacred  writers  '  by  watching  over  them  incessantly,  but  with  so 
suspended  a  hand  as  permitted  the  use,  and  left  them  to  the  guidance 
of  their  own  faculties,  while  they  kept  dear  of  error,  and  then  only 
interposing,  when  without  this  divine  assistance  they  would  have 
been  in  danger  of  falling.*  With  such  an  inspiration  the  opinion,  that 
die  Evangeltgr*  drew  a  great  part  of  their  materials  from  a  written 
document  is  perfectly  consistent ;  for  if  that'document  contained  any 
thing  erroneous,  they  had  thefower  of  detecting  a»d  correcting  it. 
Dr.  4'ownson  in  his  (Discourses  on  the  Four  Gospels  {Disc  Hi.  Sect; 
6).  thinks  there  is  aa  impropriety  in  supposing,  that  St.  Matthew, 
who  was  an  apostle,  made  use  of  what  had  been  written  by  olber 
persons.  But  if  the  documents,  which  he  used,  were  drawn  up  Jkaat 
4»nHnunications  made  by  the  Apostles,  of  whom  St.  Matthew 
self  was  one,  all  objections  wn  the  score  qfiinpunasiety 
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not  history,  but  a  vague  report,  which  confutes  itself  by 
the  contradictory  modes  in  which  it  is  delivered,  and 
moreover  was  not  credited  by  all  the  ancients  themselves, 
or  Augustin  would  not  have  hazarded  the  (equally  un- 
grounded) conjecture  that  St.  Mark  epitomised  St.  Mat- 
thew.   On  the  other  hand  it  may  be  admitted,  that  the 
knowledge  of  those  numerous  circumstances,  with  which 
St-  Mark  enriched  the  document  K,  was  derived  from 
his  intercourse  with  St.  Peter:  and  so  far  the  report,  that 
St  Mark  wrote  from  the  preaching  of  St  Peter,  may  be 
true.    At  any  rate,  whatever  was  the  assistance,  which 
the  Apostle  afforded  him,  that  assistance  does  not  exclude 
the  use  of  the  document  tf.    That  St  Luke  wrote  from 
the  preaching  of  St  Paul  is  likewise  a  vague  report,  and 
is  confuted  by  the  preface,  which  St  Luke  himself  has 
prefixed  to  his  Gospel :  but  this  preface  is  perfectly  con- 
sistent with  our  hypothesis,  and,  if  the  explanation  above 
given  be  admitted,  it  is  a  confirmation  of  it  That  posi- 
tive testimony  cannot  be  alleged  in  favour  of  every  part, 
can  form  no  ground  of  objection ;  and  it  is  sufficient 
that  no  part  is  contradicted  by  positive  testimony.  Fof 
we  are  at  present  concerned,  not  with  a  series  of  facts,  of 
which  the  truth  t*r  falshood  is  to  be  determined  by  the 
testimpnies  of  ancient  writers,   (since  real  history  de- 
serts us  on  this  subject),  but  with  a  mere  hypothesis, 
assumed  to  explain  certain  appearances,  of  which  hypo- 
thesis the  only  criterion  is  its  harmony  with  the  ap- 
pearances themselves.  If  xbese  are  effects,  which  would 
necessarily  have  been  produced  by  the  assigned  causes, 
we  may  argue  from  the  real  existence  u>f  the  effects  to 
the  probable  existence  of  the  causes.;  and  if  we  can 
imagine   no   other   causey   which    would    have    pro- 
duced these  effects,  the  probability  rises  to  the  highest 
degree.  Now  whether  any  oilier  assignable  cause  would 
have  produced  the  effects  in  question,  I  leaw  to  be  de- 
termined by  what  was  said  in  chap,  viii — xiv  :  but  that 
the  causes,  which  I  have  assigned  in  clu  xv.  would  tiave 
.fi$Qd*iced  these  effects  will  appear  from  'the  fottwunr 
recapitulation  of  the  phenomena  arranged  atconfipgto 
the  four  above  stated  divisions. 
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CHAPTER  XVI. 

THE  PRECEDING  HYPOTHESIS  TRIED  BY  THE  PHE- 
NOMENA IN  THE  VERBAL  HARMONY  OF  THE  GOS- 
PELS. 

THE    FIRST    DIVISION,    CONTAINING   tt,   WITH   THE 

ADDITIONS   ft,  (3,   y. 

1.  In*. 
a).  In  N,  the  examples  in  which  all  three  Gospels 
verbally  coincide  are  not  numerous,  and  contain  io 
general  only  one  or  two,  or  at  the  outside  three 
sentences  together,  because  a  verbal  coincidence  in 
all  three  Gospels  could  hot  be  effected  without  the 
co-operation  of  three  distinct  causes  in  the  same 
place,  which  may  reasonably  be  supposed  not  to 
have  happened  frequently,  and,  when  it  happened, 
to  have  been  of  no  long  duration.     Namely,  both 
St.  Mark  and  St  Luke  must  have  copied  in  that 
place  from  S ;  and  the  translator  of  St.  Matthew's 
Hebrew  Gospel  must  have  copied  in  that  very  place 
from  St.  Mark  \ 
6).  The  examples  of  verbal  agreement  in  K  between 
the  Greek  Gospels  of  St  Matthew  and  St.  Mark 
are  numerous  and  long,    because  St  Matthew's 
translator  was  assisted  in  his  translation  by  St  Mark's 
Gospel.  That  our  Greek  text  of  St  Matthew's  Gos- 
pel does  not  always  literally  agree  with  that  of  St 
Mark,  when  the  two  Evangelists  have  matter  in 
common  with  each  other,  but  on  the  contrary  that 
the  examples,  in  which  the  same  thing  is  related 

in  different  words,  are  more  numerous  than  those, 

• 

*  In  those  places  therefore,  in  whicli  all- three  Goepels  verbally 
agree,  they  contain  the  text  of  one  and  the  same  translation,  namely, 
the  translation  £• 
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in  which  the  same  words  are  used,  was  occasioned 
partly  by  thecircumstance  that  the  G reek  translation 
exhibited  in  St.  Mark's  Gospel  was  frequently  too 
paraphrastical  to  be  adopted  by  a  translator,  whose 
object  was  to  give  a  literal  version,  partly  be- 
cause the  translator  of  St.  Matthew's  Hebrew 
Gospel  either  did  not  think  it  necessary  at  all 
times  to  consult  St  Mark's  Gospel,  or  did  not 
always  observe  where  St  Mark  had  matter  in 
common  with  St  Matthew  ;  since  the  copies  of 
St  Mark's  Gospel  at  the  end  of  the  first  and 
the  beginning  of  the  second  century  had  pro- 
bably no  sections  or  divisions  marked  in  them,  but 
were  written  without  distinction  in  one  continued 
series,  and  no  one  thought  at  that  time  of  writing 
the  Gospels  in  parallel  columns,  as  later  harmonists 
have  done,  or  of  making  canons,  as  Eusebius.did  in 
the  fourth  century  by  the  help  of  the  Ammonian 
sections,  so  as  to  enable  the  reader  to  discover  in 
one  Gospel  the  passages,  which  correspond  to  those 
in  another, 
c).  Hence  we  may  assign  the  reason,  why  St  Mat- 
thew's Greek  text  never  agrees  verbally  with  that 
of  St  Mark  in  any  of  those  sections  which  occupy 
different  places  in  the  two  Gospels,  viz.  in  Sect  V. 
and  XI.  and  in  the  five  successive  sections 'XV. 
XVI.  XVII.  XVIII.  XIX.  To  render  this  matter 
more  intelligible,  it  will  be  necessary  to  arrange 
those  sections,  according  to  the  order  of  St  Mat- 
thew's Gospel,  because  their  order  in  St.  Mark's 
Gospel,  according  to  which  all  the  XLII.  sections 
have  been  arranged  in  the  Table  of  parallel  and 
coincident  passages,  was  no  guide  to  the  translator 
of  St.  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel. 


Sect. 

St.  Matthew.                                    St  Mark. 

6. 

VIII.    2 —  4.  corresponds  to      I.  40 — 45. 

S. 

14— 17*            -       .   -     .        29—34.. 

15. 

18—27.             -           -     IV.  35—41. 

16. 

28—34.             -           -      V.     1—20. 

» 

58&  oturoiw  QW  TUB 

• 

Sect  St  Matthew.  $t.  Mftrk.  - 

7*  IK.    1—  &  axreapood*  to  II.    J— 12. 

«.  -           0— 17.            «•          -  13^-22. 

I7»  -          18*~fl6L      (       -           -  V.  21—43. 

■I*.  -X.      i— 48.            -r          -  VI,    7—13. 


XL 


ii  '  >       i>f»i> 


9.  XII.      1—  ft.  -  -  It  *3-^2S. 

10.  -          9~15*  -  -  III.     1—  6. 

12.  ~          98-45.  -  -             80— 3tt 

13.  -         4£~ 50.  -  r             31—35. 

14.  XIII.  1—SS.  -  -  IV.  1— SO. 
19>  XIV.  1— !£.  -  •  VL  U— 29- 
*0.  *          13—21*  -  -             30—44. 

From  this  representation  at  is  evident  ttat  SedU  XV. 
XVI.  also  XVIL  XVIIL  and  likewise  XIX.  hptve  in 
$L  Mark's  Gospel  a  different  position  from  that  which 
dbay  have  is  St.  Matthew'*.  Further,  Sect*  V-  has  a 
•different  place,  for  in  St  Markte  Gospel  k  precedes 
Sect.  VI.  hot  in  4>L  Alatthew'a  Gosppl  Jottows  it :  end 
Sect.  XI.  (though  not  represented  in  this  table)  has 
likewise  a  dtfejieal  position,  for  ki  Section  XL  Mark  iii. 
T~*-I9-  corresponds  to  Matthew  iv,  £3~-tf5,  whereas 
the  former  pa  it  of  Matthew  iv.  wrretspwidMoffee  former 
part  of  Mark  i.  1*  these  sections  therefore,  the  trans- 
lator <of  SfL  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel  did  not  observe 
where  Sc  Mark  had  matter  in  camaaon  *  Uh  fit;  Mat- 
4fea*»  mod  consequently  could  not  transcribe  from  him. 

TThe  whole  mil  appear  aaore  clearly,  if  we  follow  the 
translator  of  St  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel  ffOf»cfc.  viii. 
4L  to<h.  *i*u  IS.  In  Gendering  ,ch.  tm,  fc— 4.  be  observed 
that  this  section  corresponded  to  Mwk  J  40—4(5.  and 
here  he  retained  egreatpart  of  the  word?,  which  St.  Mark 
had  used :  but  not  ip  renderiog  ver.  J4-~-17-  because  the 
parallel  portion  in  St.  Mark's  Gospel  did  not  follow,  but 
precede  what  he  had  just  occupied.  Nor  .did  he  perceive 
tlie  portions  in  St.  Mack's  Gospel,  which. are  par  a  lie]  to 
Matth.  viii.  1 8— «7.  28—34.  (Sect  XV.  X VI.)  became 
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they  folkfw  after  ai»  interval  of  more  than  two  chapters. 
But  in  rendering  Mattb.  IX.  1—8.  (Sect.  VlL)  he 
knew  Ibat  Mark  U.  1 — 19*  was  the  corresponding  par- 
tiea,  because  he  bad  already  copied  from  the  latter  part 
of  Mark  i.  and  therefore  bad  observed  what  immediately 
followed  in  Mark  ii« :  aod  in  rendering  Mattb.  IX.  g — 
17.  (Sect. VII  L)be necessarily  perceived  the  correspond- 
ieg  portion,  Mark  ii*  1 3—92.  because  it  sacoeeds  with- 
out any  interruption^    Hence  these  two  sections  exhibit 
examples  of  verbal  agreement     On  the  other  hand, 
wbeft  be  cam*  to  Matth.  ix.  18—96.  x.  1—  4&  (Sect. 
XVIIp  XVI IL)  he  did  not  observe  the  corresponding 
portions  of  St  Mark's  Gospel,  because  these  likewise 
follow  after  an  interval  of  more  than  two   chapters. 
Again,  in  rendering  Matth.  xii.  1—8.  (Sect.  IX.)  he 
know  that  Mark  ii«  93-—&S.  corresponded,  because  he 
bad  already  consulted  Mark  ik  13— *2&  and  therefore 
had  observed  what  immediately  fallowed  :  and  in  ren- 
define  Matth*  xii.  9—50.  xitL  1—94,  (Sect.  X.  XIL 
XIII.  XIV.)  he  necessarily  perceived  the  corresponding 
portion,  Mark  iii.  1— r»5.  ivf.  1—34-  because  it  follow* 
without  interruption.     Hence  Sect.  IX.  X.  XIL,  and 
especially  Sect.  XIV-  exhibit  examples  of  verbal  agree* 
ment.     But  when  the  translator  came  to  Matth.  XIV. 
1— IS.  (Sect  XIX.)  he  again  did  not  perceive  that  the 
corresponding  portion  in  St.  Mark's  Gospel  was  eh.  vL 
14 — £9.  because  more  than  a  whole  chapter,  which 
corresponded  to  another  part  of  St  Matthew's  Gospelr 
intervened*     However,    in   Sect.   XX.  he  discovered 
the  corresponding   place  of  St.  Marled  Gospel,  from 
which  place  to  the  ead  the  sections  follow  in  the  same 
order  in  both  Gospels  :  and  from  this  place  the  inter- 
ruptions in  the  verbal  agreement  greatly  diminish. 
d.)  But  in  no  instance  throughout  all  8  does  St  Mark 
fail  to  agree  verbally  with  St  Matthew's  Greek  text,, 
-where  St.  Luke  agrees  with  it,  because  the  translator 
of  St.  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel  made  no  use  of  St 
Luke  sGospel,  where  he  could  derive  assistance  from 
St  Mark.     Consequently,  the  Greek  texts  of  St 
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Matthew  and  St  Luke  could  never  coincide  in  H, 
except  through  the  medium  of  St.  Mark's  Gospel. 

€.)  St*  Mark  and  St  Luke  have  a  frequent  verbal 
agreement  in  K,  because  both  of  them  made  use  of 
the  same  Greek  version  ft,  and  consequently 
wherever  they  copied  in  the  same  place  from  j$ 
they  must  agree  verbally  with  each  other*  But 
the  instances  of  verbal  agreement  between  St  Mark 
and  St  Luke  are  neither  so  nujnerous  nor  so  long 
as  those  between  St  Mark,  and  St  Matthew,  be- 
cause the  .  former  could  not  be  produced  without 
the  co-operation  of  two  distinct  causes,  whereas 
the  latter  required  the  operation  of  only  one  cause. 

f.)  Hence  the  examples  of  verbal  agreement  in  My 
between  St  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  are  much  inferior 
in  number  to  the  examples  of  disagreement.  Yet 
on  the  other  hand  St.  Mark  never  fails  to  agree 
verbally  with  St  Luke  in  K,  where  St  Matthew's 
Greek  text  agrees  verbally  with  that  of  St.  Luke, 
because  the  translator  of  St.  Matthew's  Hebrew 
Gospel  copied  in  g  from  St.  Mark  only,  and  not 
from  St  Luke,  and  therefore  St  Mark  must  already 
have  agreed  with  St  Luke,  before  St  Matthew's 
translator  could  agree  with  St  Luke. 

g.)  in  several  of  the  XLII.  general  sections,  St  Mark 
agrees  verbally  in  one  place  with  St  Matthew,  in 
another  place  with  St  Luke,  and  therefore  appears 
at  first  sight  to  have  copied  from  both,  not  because 
he  really  did  copy  from  both,  but  because  in  the 
one  place  the  translator  of  St  Matthew's  Hebrew 
Gospel  copied  from  St  Mark,  and  in  the  other 
both  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke  copied  from  ft. 

h.)  St  Matthew's  Greek  text  never  agrees  in  M 
with  that  of  St  Luke,  except  where  both  agree 
with  that  of  St  Mark,  because  the  translator  bad 
no  recourse  to   St   Luke,  where  St  Mark  bad 

#  Wherever  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  therefore  agree  verbally  in  ||t 
their  Gospels  contain  the  text  of  one  and  th^same  translation, 
namely,  or  the  translation  £• 
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matter  in  common  with  St.  Matthew.  Conse- 
quently, throughout  all  #  the  Greek  translation  of 
St.  Matthew's  Gospel  could  harmonize  with  St 
Luke's  Gospel  through  no  other  means,  than 
through  the  medium  of  St  Mark's  Gospel,  and 
therefore  in  those  places  only,  where  St.  Mark 
already  agreed  with  St  Luke, 
t.)  Hence  it  follows,  that  St  Matthew's  Greek  text 
can  never  agree  in  tt,  partly  with  that  of  St  Mark 
and  partly  with  that  of  St  Luke,  nor  St  Luke's 
text  partly  with  that  of  St  Mark  and  partly  with 
that  of  St.  Matthew,  as  was  just  observed  of  St. 
Mark's  text,  because  throughout  all  ft  St.  Mat- 
thew's Greek  text  never  agrees  verbally  with  that 
of  St  Luke  only. 

2.  In  a  the  Greek  texts  of  St.  Matthew  and  St 
Mark  often  coincide. for  the  same  reason  as  they  fre- 
quently coincide  in  K.  For  the  translator  of  St.  Mat* 
thews  Hebrew  Gospel  copied  indiscriminately  from  St 
Mark's  Gospel  both  in  m  and  a,  without  perceiving 
any  distinction  between  them.  Examples  may  be  seen 
in  Sect  I.  XIV.  XXL  XXXV.  XXXVIII.  XLL 
But  in  the  longest  and  the  most  remarkable  of  all  the 
additions  a  (Matttx  xiv.  3 — 12.  Mark  viv  17 — 29*) 
there  is  no  verbal  agreement  whatsoever,  though  the 
narrative  is  the  same  in  both  Gospels,  because  this  addi- 
tion is  in  Sect  XIX.  in  which  section  the  translator  did 
not  copy  from  St.  Mark  for  the  reason  already  assigned. 
There  are  likewise  other  examples  of  a,  in  which  the 
Greek  texts  of  St  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  are  very  dif- 
ferent, namely, 


Matth.  xii.  48,  49. 

Mark 

iii.  33,  34. 

XHI.  2. 

iv.  1. 

xiv.  21. 

vi.  44. 

xvii.  10 — 12. 

ix.  11—13. 

xxvii.  1. 

XV.  1. 

13. 

5. 

15—18.  6—10. 
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But  wboevw  compares  the  two  text*  in  tbeae  ex- 
amples will  find,  that  if  the  first  of  our  Greek  Gospels 
is  a  literal  translation  from  the  Hebrew,  as  is  assumed 
in  tbe  present  hypothesis,  the  translator  could  not  well 
have  copied  from  St.  Mark  in  these  examples,  because 
though  the  matter  is  tbe  same,  the  difference  between 
the  two  Greek  texts  does  qot  consist  merely  in  a  varia- 
tion of  siogte  synonymous  words.  Consequently,  in 
these  examples  J5t  Mark's  translation  was  too  free,  to 
be  adopted  by  the  literal  translator  of  St  Matthews 
Hebrew  Gospel. 

3.  Among  the  numerous  additions  j3,  St.  Mark  and 
St  Luke  verbally  agree  in  only  one  short  sentence, 
(Mark  x»  15.  Lukexviii.  17*  in  Sect  XXVI*)  because 
the  version  &  which  they  used  in  common,  had  been 
made  from  the  Hebrew  document,  before  any  of  the 
additions  a,  0,  &c.  had  been  inserted  in  the  copies  of 
it  Consequently,  whenever  St  Mark  and  Si.  Luke, 
in  translating  from  their  copies  of  the  Hebrew  docu- 
ment M,  met  with  any  additions  0,  "their  Greek  trans* 
lation  ft  deserted  them :  they  were  obliged,  therefore, 
x  to  translate  for  themselves,  and  hence  they  produced 
f  in  the  additions  /3  totally  different  texts.  But  as  there 
is  hardly  any  rule  without  an  exception,  we  find  one 
here,  which,  however,  will  not  be  thought  sufficient 
to  prove  that  tbe  cause,  on  which  the  rule  is  here 
founded,  is  false,  when  a  probable  reason  may  be 
assigned  for  this  exception :  for  when  a  cause  is  assigned, 
and  a  rule  founded  on  it,  no  one  can  argue  from  one 
deviation,  to  the  falsity  of  the  cause,  unless  he  can  shew 
tbpt  a  deviation  from  the  rule  is  inconsistent  with  tbe 
existence  of  that  cause.  Now  it  has  been  observed 
above  in  chap.  xi.  that  the  notation  fy  when  applied  to 
the  original  Hebrew  document,  must  not  be  takeu  in 
so  strict  a  sense,  as  if  the  origiual  Hebrew  document 
in  no  instance  contained  a  sentence  more  than  is  found 
in  all  three  Evangelists,  for  this  would  imply,  not  only 
that  not  one  of  the  Evangelists,  but  that  none  of  the 
transcribers  of  the  Hebrew  document  had  omitted  a 
'single  sentence,  which  was  contained  in  it     We  may 
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suppose  therefore,  without,  doing  any  injury  to  our 
hypothesis,  that  the  sentence  in  Sect.  XXVI.  which 
''  we  now  find :  only  in  the  Gospels  of  St.  Mark  and  St, 
Luke,  •  was  in  the  original  Hebrew  document,  but  that 
it  was  either  overlooked  by  the  person,  who  wrote  the 
copy,  which  St.  Matthew  used,  or  omitted  by  St  Mat- 
thew, or  by  his  translator.     And  the  supposition  is 'so 
much  the  mdre  credible,  because  throughout  the  whole 
of  Sect.  XXVI.  the  matter,  which  is  common  to  St* 
Mark  and  St.  Luke,  is  contained  Kkewise  in  St.  Mat- 
thew, with  the  exception  of  this  single  sentence.   But  if 
this  sentence  waa  an  original  part  of  the  Hebrew  do- 
cument! it  was  contained  in  the  translation  it,  and  St. 
Mark  and  8t«  Luke  therefore  agree  verbally  in  this 
verse,  as  well  as  in  ten  other  verses  of  Sect.  XXVI. 
because  they,  both  of  them,   copied  here  from  their 
common  version.     On  the  other  hand,  if  the  sentence 
was  not  an  original  part  of  the  document  n,  it  may 
have  been  an  addition,  made  either  by  St.  Mark  alone, 
or  by  St.  Luke  alone,  but  afterwards  interpolated  from 
the  Gospel  of  the  one  into  the  Gospel  of  the  other  by 
some  early  transcriber,  who  imagined  that  the  latter 
was  defective,  because  it  contained  that  sentence  less 
than  the  former ;  and  whatever  interpolation  was  made 
in  the  second  century  may  be  expected  to  be  found  in 
all  the  manuscripts  which  are  now  extant.     It  is  true* 
that  the  verbal  agreement  of  the  Evangelists  cannot 
upon  the   whole   be  attributed   to  the  alterations  of 
transcribers,  as  appears  from  what  was  said  in  the  latter 
part  of  ch.  10:  but  that  they  really  did  interpolate 
in  some  cases  is  a  fact,  which  is  not  to  be  denied* 
Thus  in  Mark  vi.  1 1,  the  passage  Afwv  Xcyw  ifnv  av«/c- 

rorcpev  t?ar  2o$o/iotc  ftai  Io/tioppocc  cv  ifyupf  Jcpi<m*c>  V  *"£ 

iroXct  e*Hvp,  is  undoubtedly  an  interpolation  from  St* 
Luke's  Gospel*  ch.  x.  12.  and  is  therefore  rejected 
from  Griesbach's  text*.    But  wherever  a  passage  pe- 

*  This  is  the  reason  why  no  notice  was  taken  of  it  in  the  Table 
of  parallel  and  coincident  passages. 
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culiar  to  St.  Luke's  Gospel  was  interpolated  in  St 
Mark's,  or  a  passage  peculiar  to  St  Mark's  Gospel  was 
interpolated  in  St  Luke's,  the  passage,  though  in  this 
manner  become  common  to  St  Mark  and  St  Luke, 
was  not  one  of  those,  which  the  Evangelists  derived 
from  the  additions  /3  in  their  copies  of  the  Hebrew 
document    Since  therefore  several  causes  of  deviation 
from  the  general  rule  might  so  easily  have  operated)  it  is 
surely  allowable  to  suppose  that  one  of  them  (apd  which 
Of  them  is  immaterial  to  the  hypothesis)  operated  in  the 
case  in  question.    In  fact,  where  the  examples,  which 
constitute  a  rule,  are  numerous,  and  more  than  one  cause 
may  have  operated  in  producing  an  exception  to  that 
rule,  there  is  more  reason  to  expect,  that  one  of  the 
causes  did  operate,  than  the  contrary.    We  may  argue 
here  on  the  same  ground,  as  when  the  question  relates 
to  the  identity  and  diversity  of  Greek  manuscripts;  for 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  argunkeat  in  favour  of  the 
identity  of  MSS.  drawn  from  a  general  and  remarkable 
similarity  in  two  different  collations  cannot  te  destroyed 
by  one  or  two  discordances,  so  the  argument  founded 
on  St  Mark's  and  St  Luke's  general  discordance  in  0 
cannot  be  confuted  by  one  example  of  coincidence. 
To  place  the  matter  in  another  light,  suppose  it  were 
an  historical  fact  attested  by  good  authority,  that  St 
Mark  and  St  Luke  made  use  of  a  Greek  translation 
of  a  Hebrew  document  K,  but  that  this  translation 
did  not  contain  any  of  the  additions  a,  fi>  &c.    In  that 
case,  as  well  fes  in  the  present,  the  rule  would  be,  that 
the  Gospels  of  St  Mark  and  St  Luke  must  in  the 
additions  0  have  in  general  a  different  text     Bet  if  in 
any  one  instance  a  sentence  of  *,  in  which  both  St 
Mark  and  St  Luke  had  copied  from  their  Greek  trans- 
lations, was  omitted  in  St  Matthew's  Gospel*  or  « 
passage  originally  peculiar  to  St  Mark  Was  interpolated 
in  St  Luke's  Gospel,  or  vice  versa,  *n  exception  to 
the  rule  would  necessarily  take  place:  yet  this  excep- 
tion would  not  aAoul  the  historical  evident*  in  favour 
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of  tlMfact*  on  which  that  rule  was  fourtded.  No#» 
whether  we  acquire  our  knowledge  6f  a  fact  by  reading 
it  in  the  works  of  ancient  authors!  of  whether  we  a<i* 
quire  it  by  the  deductions  of  reason,  a  deviation 
which  would  not  stagger  our  belief  in  the  otte  cadd* 
ought  not.  to  stagger  it  in  the  other.  It  is  true,  that 
we  may  argue  falaely  in  the  latter  case,  as  an  historfad  * 
may  jpve  us  fake  information  in  the  former.  The  only 
question  therefore  is,  whether  there  is  reason  to  believe, 
that  the  hypothesis  here  delivered  is  true :  a  question* 
which  must  be  determined  by  the  general  harmony  of 
the  hypothesis  with  the  pbssnomena  to  be  explained. 
If  all  the  phenomena  can  be  explained  by  it,  it  is 
sufficient :  and  we  must  not  expect  to  find  no  irregu- 
larity iri  any  one  phenomenon,  since  no  general  law 
can  wholly  exclude  the  Interposition  of  disturbing 
powei's. 

4«  The  additions  7,  which  are  peculiar  to  St  Mat* 
thew  and  8t  Luke,  afford  examples  of  a  remarkable 
verbal  coincidence,  because  where  the  translator  of 
St.  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel  came  to  any  one  of 
these  additions,  St.  Mark's  Gospel  deserted  him; 
and  where  he  could  derive  no  assistance  from  St. 
Mark's  Gospel,  he  consulted  that  of  St.  Luke. 
Thus  in  Sect.  I.  (Matth.  Hi.  1—12.  Mark  i.  2—8. 
Luke  iii.  1—18.)  which  relates  to  John  the  Baptist, 
St  Mark's  accbunt  is  much  shorter  than  that,  either  of 
St.  Matthew,  or  of  St.  Luke,  for  John's  address  to  the; 
Pharisees  and  Sadducees,  which  in  St  Matthew's 
Gospel  takes  up  six  verses,  and  in  St  Luke's  Gospel 
still  more,  takes  up  only,  two  verses  in  St  Mark'3 
Gospel.  Here  therefore  it  Matthew's  translator  could 
not  derive  much  assistance  from  St.  Mark  Corafe- 
queotly,  after  having  copied  from  St  Mark  in  two* 
verses  in  the  former  part  of  the  section,  namely,  - 
111  Mattfi.  iii  6.  be  had  recourse  to  St,  Luke,  when 
he  came  to  wu  7,  &>9*  *0:  *nd  throughout  these  four 
verses  he  retained  all  the  words  of  St.  Luke,  except 

cc  2 
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that  in  ver.  8.  he  substituted  &>£nre  for  ap£n*fe  \ .  When 
he  came  to  ver.  11.  St.  Mark  bad  again  matter  ia 
common  with  St.  Matthew :  but  in  this  verse,  though 
St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  verbally  agree,  the  translator  of 
St.  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel  did  not  wholly  retain  the 
words  of  either,  for  both  &.  Mark  and  St  Luke  use 

the  proverb  iicavoc  Awai  rov  ifiayra  rtap  vwoSqpiarw,   for 

which  St.  Matthew  must  have  substituted  a  different 
one,  though  one  of  similar  import,  since  the  Greek 
translator  has  Iicavoc  to  *w.o$iipara  /3a«wai.  Again  at 
ver.  12.  St.  Luke  alone  has  matter  in  common  with  St. 
Matthew :  and  in  this  verse  both  Gospels,  as  in  ver.  7 
— 10.  have  the  same  text. 

In  like,  manner  we  may  trace  the  translator  of  St. 
Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel,  sometimes  copying  from  Sk 
Mark,  where  St.  Mark  had  the  same  matter,  and  St. 
Mark's  translation  suited  his  purpose,  at  other  times, 
where  .St  Mark  deserted  him,  copying  from  St.  Luke, 
as v far  as  St  Luke  had  matter  in  common  with  St.  Mat- 
thew. And  there  is  no  necessity  for  supposing  that  the 
translator  made  an  accurate  collation  of  the  Gospels  of 
St.  Mark  and  St  Luke,  and  thfrt  he  noted  in  the  latter 
the  passages,  which  were  not  contained  in  the  former; 
for.  he  had  nothing  more  to  do,  than  to  observe  during 
his  translation,  how  far  St  Mark's  Gospel  continued 
to  have  the  sarpe.  matter  with  St.  Matthew's,  and  in 
whatever  section  the  former  had  less  than  the  latter,  to. 
look  into  St  Luke's  Gospel.  In  the  additions  T, 
which  will  be  examined  under  the  Fourth  Division, 

.  •  It  is  not  impossible  th^t  the  Greek  translator  of  St.  Matthew's 
Hebrew  Gospel  wrote  ap&jaOi,  and  that  &£qrf  is  an  accidental  ex- 
change made  by  transcribers,  as  it  is  very  easy  to  confound  these 
words,  when  they  are  written  in  capitals.  For  p*  »$£*&  hryw  is 
much  more  consonant  to  the.  general  style  of  the  New  Testament 
and  LXX.  writers  than  i*n  i«|trri  Xiyi ».  On  the  other  hand,  if  h£m 
be  genuine,  we  may  suppose  that  the  Hebrew  text  was  *orf>  Annul, 
and  that  as  bw  in  Hipml,  signifies  '  voluit,'  as  well  as  *  incepit,* 
St.  Matthew's  translator  preferred  the  former  sense,  though  St» 
Luke  bad  adopted  the  latter. 
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the  translator  made  very  considerable  use  of  St;  Lukrete 
Gospel  -:  but  in  the  insertions  y,  with  which  we  are  at 
present  concerned,  he  had  not  an  opportunity  of  making 
such  frequent  use  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel ;  for  if  we 
reckon  only  such  insertions  y,  as  constitute  a  whole 
sentence,  I  have  observed  only  four  throughout  the 
Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St  Luke,  namely  two  m 
Sect  L  one  in  Sect.  III.  and  one  in  Sect  XXXI. :  in 
all  of  which,  however,  the  Greek  texts  of  St.  Matthew 
and  St  Luke  have  a  verbal  coincidence. 


SECOND    DIVISION  :     CONTAINING    THE    AD- 
DITIONS   A. 

In  A,  St  Matthew's  Greek  text  has  a  frequent  verbal 
agreement  with  that  of  St.  Mark,  for  the  same  reason 
that  the  two  texts  frequently  coincide  in  K  and  a. 
Thus  among  the  sections,  which  form  the  additions  A, 
Sect  I.  IV.  V.  VI.  present  long  examples  of  close 
verbal  agreement:  but  in  the  two  intermediate  sections 
II.  III.  there  is  no  verbal  agreement  whatsoever,  the 
reason  of  which,  however,  is  very  easy  to  be  assigned. 
For  in  Sect.  II.  which  relates  to  the  parable  of  the 
grain  of  mustard-seed,  and  in  St.  Mark's  Gospel  takes 
up  only  three  verses b,  ch.  iv.  30 — 32.  and  in  St  Mat- 
thew's Gospel  only  two%  ch.  xiii.  31,   32.   the  form 

*  Eichhorn  (Allgem.  Bibl.  Vol.  V.  p.  922),  refers  to  this  sec. 
tion  the  parable  of  the  leaven,  but  this  parable  is  not  in  St.  Mark's 
Gospel. 

c  Matth.  xiii.  S3*  contains  the  parable  of  the  leaven,  which  is 
peculiar  to  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke,  who  have  here 
a  verbal  coincidence.  See  the  Table  of  parallel  and  coincident  pas- 
sages, Sect.  IX.  Fourth  Division.  In  ver.  34.  St.  Matthew  has  an 
.observation  in  common  with  St.  Mark,  ch.  iv.  33,  34.  in  which 
they  agree  in  one  expression,  x"Z*  *ag*CdXi)c  u*  iXofa  i  avtoi«.  But 
what  follows  from  ver.  33.  to  the  end  of  the  chapter,  is  related  by. 
St.  Matthew  alone. 
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iri  which  St  Mark  has  given  the  parable  is  too  different 
from  that,  in  which  it  appears  in  St.  Matthew's  Gospel, 
to  have  been  adapted  by  a  literal  translator.  And 
Sect  III.  which  contains  Matth,  xiii»  54—58.  Mark 
vi.  !-*•(>.  is  an  insertion  between  the  17th  and  18th  of 
the  general  sections  *,  both  df  which  were  transposed  by 
St.  Matthew,  and  with  them  the  intermediate  portion. 
St  Matthew's  translator,  therefore,  did  not  observe  thia 
portion  in  St.  Mark's  Gospel :  and  indeed,  if  he  had, 
be  could  not  have  copied  much  from  St.  Ma*k»  because 
there  is  some  difference  even  in  the  matter* 
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ADDITIONS  B. 

i 

In  B  the  relation,  which  St,  Mark  and  St  Luke 
bear  to  each  other  in  respect  to  verbal  agreement  w 
very  different  from  that,  which  they  bear  to  each  other 
in  M,  and  is  similar  to  that,  which  they  bear  to  each 
other  in  /3,  because  their  Greek  version  5  did  not  con- 
tain the  additions  j3  and  B.  Consequently  in  B,  as  well 
gs  in  ft  their  translations  from  their  copies  of  the 
Hebrew  document  had  no  connexion  with  each  other, 
as  they  had  in  tf,  and  therefore  they  exhibit  different 
texts.  It  is  true,  that  there  is  one  exception  in  B,  as 
was  observed  above  in  respect  to  |3 :  for  in  Sect.  I.  (the 
only  one  of  the  sections  belonging  to  the  Third  Divi- 
sion, which  exhibits  any  instance  of  verbal  agreement) 
Mark  i.  24,  25.  has  a  close  verbal  agreement  with 
Luke  iv,  34,  35.  though  in  all  the  rest  of  the  section, 
as  well  in  what  precedes,  as  what  follow*  the  coincident 
passage,  the  same  thing  is  related  by  the  two  EvftBge- 


4  Sect  XVII.  m  St.  Mark*s  Gospel,  ends  with  eh.  r.  4*. 
Sect.  XVIII.  begins  with  th.  *if .  7.    Hie  addition, 
ch.  vii.  1—6,  had  been  made  between  thosg  two  settta* 


.   TH RIB  FIRST  QO&HEXS.  301 

lists  in  different  words  \  The  cause  of  this  single  ex- 
ception to  the  general  rule,  that  St.  Mark  and  St*. 
Luke  do  not  verbally  agree  in  B,  is  more  difficult  to 
be  assigned,  than  the  cause  of  the  -exception  in  |3.  At ' 
least  we  cannot  well  suppose,  that  Sect  L  of,  the  Third 
Division  was  an  original  part  of  ft :  for  since*  it  includes 
Mark  i.  21 — 28.  Luke  iv.  31 — 37.  it  is  too  long  to 
adpiit  the  supposition  of  its  omission  in  St,  Mattbeiy'a 
Gospel,  if  St.  Matthew's  document  had  contained  it. 
I  can  assign,  therefore,  no  other  cause f,  than  that  tran- 
scribers have  in  this  passage  altered  one  Gospel  from 
the  other :  and  we  may  really  trace  in  the  MSS.  which 
are  still  extant,  deviations,  which  render  it  not  impro- 
bable that  the  two  texts  in  this  passage  were  originally 
not  so  similar  as  they  are  at  present.  Thus,  the  word 
Ea,  with  which  the  passage  now  begins  in  both  Gospels, 
is  not  improbably    an    interpolation    in  St  Mark's 

•  In  Eichborn's  Allgem.  Bib!.  Vol.  V.  p.  757—760.  is  given  a 
complete  analysis  of  this  section. 


9  Perhaps  it  will  be  thought  unnecessary  to  seek  a  particular  cause 
of  the  verbal  agreement  between  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  in  this 
passage*  because,  though  two  independent  translators,  and  espe* 
cially  translators  of  a  different  description,  like  St.  Mark  and  St. 
Luke,  cannot  verbally  agree  for  many  sentences  together,  they  may 
agree  in  a  single  passage,  if  the  words  of  the  original  in  that  passage 
are  familiar,  and  the  construction  plain  and  easy.  The  passage  in 
question  is :  £*,  n  V"  *"*  *"t  **nl  **•{■**•• ;  «*&«<  <**©**r**  ipo* ; 
•i&»  a%  tk  •»,  $  *W<  t»  6*9  **»  Mrrr »fM|W  amy  o  !«*»<  X»?*»,  ftpti&tri, 
mat  «£i*0i  i£atmt.  Now  whether  the  words  and  the  construction  of 
this  text  are  such,  as  will  warrant  the  supposition,  that  it  was  pro- 
duced by  two  independent  translators,  who  have  very  differently 
rendered  both  the  preceding  and  the  following  part  of  the  narra- 
tive, is  a  question,  which  I  will  neither  absolutely  affirm,  nor  abso- 
lutely deny.  But  the  affirmative  appears  at  least  to  be  improbable: 
and  therefore  it  is  not  unreasonable  to  conclude,  that  the  verbal 
harmony  between  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  in  this  instance,  as  it  forms 
an  exception  to  the  general  rule,  '  that  they  do  not  agree  verbally 
in  the  sections  a,'  was  effected  by  the  intervention  of  some  parti- 
cular cause,  which  has  not  operated  in  any  other  part  of  these  sec- 
tions. At  any  rate,  however,  this  exception  will  hardly  be  thought 
sufficient  to  destroy  the  general  hypothesis,  since  a  cause  of  it  may 
be  assigned*  , 
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Gospel,  as  appears  from  the  good  authorities,  which  re- 
ject it :  instead  of  otSa,  Origea  and  other  Greek  fathers 
quote  ocSa/uv  from  St.  Mark :  and  at  the  end  of  the 
passage  in  St.  Luke's  Gospel  aw^avrs  has  a  better,  claim 
to  authenticity,  than  the  common  reading  c£  ovrs* 


FOURTH   division:   containing   the  ad- 
ditions r. 

In  the  additions T,  the  relation,  which  the  Greek 
texts  of  St  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  bear  to  each  other, 
is  very  different  from  that,  which  they  bear  to  each 
other  in  ft,  and  is. similar  to  that,  which'  they  bear  to 
each  other  in  7,  because,  though  the  translator  of  St 
Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel  made  no  use  of  St  Luke's 
*  Gospel,  where  St  Mark  had  matter  in  common  with 
St  Matthew,  he  made  very  material  use  of  it  in  the 
places,  where  St  Mark  had  no  matter,  in  common  with 
St.  Matthew.  Hence  in  the  sections,  which  are  pecu- 
liar to- St  Matthew  and  Luke,  we  find  a  very  frequent 
and  close  verbal  coincidence,  as  may  be  seen  on  turning 
to  the  examples  produced  in  the  Fourth  Division. 

As  the  additions  T  are  of  two  kinds,  Tl  and  T*,  that 
is,  additions,  which  have  correspondent  places,  and  ad* 
ditions,  which  have  not  correspondent  places,  in  the 
Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St  Luke,  it  will  be  objected 
perhaps,  that  there  is  an  inconsistency  in  ascribing  the 
verbal  agreement  between  the  Greek  texts  of  St.  Mat- 
thew and  St  Luke  in  r  *  to  a  verbal  transcription  from 
St.  Luke's  Gospel  by  St.  Matthew's  translator,  since  the 
phenomenon  *  that  St.  Matthew's  Greek  text  never 
agrees  verbally  with  that  of  St  Mark  in  any  of  those  sec- 
tions of  N,  which  have  not  correspondent  places  in  the 
Gospels  of  St  Matthew  and  St  Mark,*  has  been  ex- 
plained on  the  supposition,  that  St.  Matthew's  trans- 
lator did  npt  observe  in  what  parts  of  St.  Mark's 
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Gospel  those  section^  *ere  contained.  For,  if  h&  did 
aot  observe  in  what  parts  of  St  Mark's  Gospel  such 
transposed  sections  of  tt  were  contained,  it  may  be 
said  that  there  is  an  improbability  in  supposing,  that 
he  observed  in  what  parts  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel  the 
sections  T*  were  contained.  But  this  improbability  and 
inconsistency  is  only  apparent,  as  will  be  Seen  pn  a 
more  minute  examination  of  the  subject.  In  the  first 
place,  St  Matthew's  translator  made  continued  use  of 
St.  Mark's  Gospel  throughout  the  whole  of  bis  transla- 
tion, whereas  he  had  recourse  to  that  of  St  Luke  in 
the  translation  only  of  detached  parts  of  St  Matthew's 
Gospel,  namely  in  those  detached  parts,  ir>  which  St 
Mark  ceased  to  have  matter  in.  common  with  St.  Mat** 
thew.  This  very  circumstance  rendered  it  necessary, 
that  he  should  bestow  more  pains  in  seeking  for  those 
sections  of  St  Luke's  Gospel,  which  St  Luke  alone 
had  in  common  with  St  Matthew, .  than  in  seeking  for 
the  matter,  which  St.  Mark  had  in  common  with  St 
Matthew.  And  since  he  followed  St  Mark  in  regular 
order,  it  did  not  occur  to.  him,  when,  he  came  ta 
a  section  of  St  Matthew's  -Gospel,  which  was  not  in 
the  corresponding  place  of  St  Mark's  Gospel,  to  seek* 
for  that  section  in  another  part  of  it.  But  the  case  was. 
very  different  in  respect  to  St  Luke's.  Gospel,  which 
he  did  not  follow  in  regular  order,  which  he  consulted 
only  for  detached  sections;  and  therefore  he  well  knew 
that  more  labour  was  requisite  in  order  to  discover 
them.  Secondly,  the  difficulty  of  discovering  the  sec- 
tions r*  in  St  Luke's  Gospel  was  greatly  diminished  by 
the  circumstance,  that,  though  they  are  scattered  in 
various  parts  of  St  Matthew's  Gospel,  yet  eight  of 
them,  Sect  III.  IV.  VI.  VII.  VIII.  IX.  X.  XI.  are 
not  only  contained  in  the  portion,  Luke  ix.  51— -xviiu 
14.  but  are  confined  within  a  certain  part  of  that  por- 
tion, cb.  ix.  57— xiii.  35.  The  discovery  therefore  of 
any  one  of  these  sections  facilitated  the  discovery  of  the 
rest  And  in  Sect.  V.  the  only  remaining  one  of  the  sec- 
tions r*f  in  which  there  is  a  verbal  agreement,  the  place, 
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which  it  occupied  in  St.  Luke'*  Gospel,  could  not 
escape  the  notice  of  St  Matthew's  translator,  though 
it  is  in  Luke  vii.  1&-— 35.  because,  before  be  caipe  to 
Sect  V.  he  bad  already  in  Sect  II.  (Which  is  one  of 
the  sections  r  l)  copied  from  the  former  part  of  Luke 
vii*  apd  therefore  had  observed  what  followed  that 
place  in  St  Luke's  Gospel;  On  the  other  band,  b 
Sect.  XII.  the  last, ,  and  one  of  the  longest  of  the  sec- 
tions peculiar  to  St  Matthew  and  St.  Lake,  there  was 
nothing,  which  particularly  led  to  the  discovery  of  it  ia 
St  Luke's  Gospel,  for  it  is  contained  m  eh.  xix.  11 — 
St8w  and  is  at  a  considerable  distance  from  any  of  those 
passages,  in  which  St  Matthew's  translator  had  used 
the  Gospel  of  St.  Luke.  Accordingly  in  this  section 
we  find  in  the  Greek  Gospels  of  St  Matthew  and  St 
Luke  two  very  different  tajtts. 

With  respect  to  the  sections  r\  which  are  only  two 
in  number,  Sect  I.  and  II.  no  difficulty  could  take 
place,  as  they  occupy  correspondent  places  in  both 
Gospels*.  It  is  true,  that  in  Sect  L  which  properly 
contains  only  Luke  vi.  £0—49.  (this  portion  of  St 
Luke's  Gospel  being  all  that  St  Luke  has,  in  connexion, 
of  the  sermon  on  the  mount),  and  Mattb.  v.  vi.  vii.  we 
find  a  verbal  coincidence,  not  only  with  several  cor- 
respondent passages  of  Luke  vi.  20 — 49-  but  likewise 
with  some  passages  ia  Luke  xi.  xii.  and  with  one  pas- 
sage in  Luke  xvi.  19.  Now  we  have  already  seen  that 
St.  Matthew's  translator  particularly  consulted  that  por- 
tion of  St  Luke's  Gospel,  in  which  these  chapters  are 
contained,  and  therefore  it  is  not  extraordinary  that 
among  the  many  sentences,  which  are  contained  in  va- 
rious parts  of  that  portion  as  well  as  in  Mattb.  v.  vi.  vii 
some  few  of  them  should  have  been  observed  by  St 
Matthew's  translator  \ 

9  Sas  the  latter  part  of  Gh.  XI.  Note*. 

b  Besid*  the  precept*  and  doctrine*  delivered  in  AJatth.  w.  vi.  vji. 
which  are  contained  likewise  in  the  correspondent  part  of  St.  Luie[s 
Gospel,  ch.  vi.  20 — 49.  there  are  thirty  verses  of  Matth.  v.  vi.  vii. 
which  ar e  scattered  in  various  parti  of  the  long  portion  Luke  ix.  51. 
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Thus  far  tbc  verbal  harmony  of  our  three  first  Go** 
pels  has  been  explained.     With  respect  to  the  eiam~> 
pies,  in  which  the  same  facts  are  related  in  different 
bat  synonymous  terms,  which  are  more  numerous  thaq. 
the  examples,  in  which  the  same  words  are  used,  the: 
explanation  of  them  is  so  obvious  from  .what  has  been, 
already  said,  that  it  is  almost  unnecessary  to  enter  into: 
a  particular  detail  of  them.     Wherever  Greek  writers, 
who  translate  from  the  same  Hebrew  original,  make 
their  translations  themselves,  or  without  any  foreign 
aid,  that  is,  without  either  copying  the  one  from  the 
other,  or  jointly  transcribing  from  some  version  already 
made,  they  will  of  course  produce  Greek  texts,  which 
agree  in  a  synonymity,  but  pot  a  sameness  of  expression. 
Hence  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  in  /3  and  B,  as  in  these 
additions  $nd  pectioos  they  were  under  the  qecessity  of 
translating  for  themselves,  exhibit  two  Greek  texts, 
which  agree  in  sense  and  in  form,  but  differ  in  words. 
The  same  effect  was  likewise  produced  in  M,  except 
when  both  of  them  had  recourse  to  their  common  ver- 
sion m  in  the  same  place.    In  like  manner,  the  trans* 
lator  of  St*  Matthew's  Hebrew  Gospel,  who  had  no 
recourse  to  St  Luke's  Gospel,  as  long  as  be  could  de- 
rive assistance  from  St.  Mark,  has  produced  throughout 
all  M  a  different  Greek  text  from  that  of  St.  Luke,  ex- 
cept where  an  agreement  was  occasioned  by  the  inter* 
vention  of  St.  Mark's  Gospel.    And  his  Greek  text  is 
frequently  different  from  that  of  St.  Mark  also*  because 
be  either  did  not,  or  could  not  at  all  times,  for  reasons 
already  assigned,  make  use  of  St.  Mark's  Gospel. 

To  quote  the  examples,  in  which  the  same  things 
are  related  in  different  words,  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  example*  of  verbal  agreement  have  been  exhibited 
in  the  preceding  Table,  is  unnecessary,  because  all  the 

-**xnii.  U,  Bat  they  an  confined  vidua  a  otrtain  part  of  it, 
dk.  xi  2.-*-*wif  is. :  and  of  these  thirty  rases,  these  are  only  ame» 
wtssii  have  a  verbal  agreoawpt,  The  rest  were  either,  ofedooked 
by  St.  Matthew's  tcnnslsftor,  or  they  slid  wUsftfakpaspas^srieeli 
was  to  give  a  literal  translation  of  bis  original. 
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passages,  which  are  common  to  any  twof  or  to  all  three 
of  the  Evangelists,  and  do  not  appear  in  that  Table, 
may  be  considered  as  examples  of  the  former  kind. 
And  that  in  general  the  examples  of  this  description  are 
such,  as  might,  and  probably  would)  have  resulted  from 
a  diversity  of  translation  from  the  same  Hebrew  origi* 
nal,  which  is  all  that  is  required  in  the  examination  of 
an  hypothesis,  is  a  matter,  which  no  one,  who  has  read 
what  Eichhorn  and  Bolten l  have  written  on  this  subject, 
will  deny. 


CHAPTER  XVII. 


THE  PRECEDING  HYPOTHESIS  TRIED  BY  THE  PHiE- 
NOMEKA  IN  THE  CONTENTS  AND  ARRANGEMENT 
OF  THE  GOSPELS. 

« 

It  appears  then,  that  the  phenomena  of  every  descrip- 
tion in  the  verbal  agreement  and  disagreement  of  the 
Evangelists  may  be  solved  by  the  proposed  hypothesis. 
Consequently,  it  remains  only,  that  we  examine,  whe- 
ther the  phenomena  in  the  contents  and  the  arrange- 
ment of  the  Gospels  are  likewise  capable  of  being  solved 
by  it 

To  begin  with  St.  Mark,  whose  Gospel  has  hitherto 
been  a  subject  of  great  controversy.  One  of  the  most 
remarkable  phenomena  relative  Jo  the  contents  of  St. 
Mark's  Gospel  is,  that  if  we  except  the  addition  of 
single  circumstances,  with  which  St.  Mark  has  frequently 
enriched  the  narrative  common  to  all  three  Evangelists, 
there  are  not  more  than  twenty-four  verses  in  his  whole 

1  The  former  in  the  Essay  above  quoted,  sect  23 :  the  latter  in 
the  Motes  to  his  German  translation  of  oar  three  first  Gospels.  If. 
JSichhora  had  paid  the  same  attention  to  the  examples  of  verbal 
agreement,  as  to  the  examples  of  verbal  disagreement,  he  would 
probably  have  left  little  to  have  been  performed  by  the  author  of 
this  dissertation. 
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Gospel,  w&ieb  contain  facts*  that  are  not  recorded  either 
by  St.  .Matthew  or  by  St  Lukek:  whence  it  has  been 
supposed  that  St  Mark  used  the  Gospels  both  of  St. 
Matthew  and  St  Luke*  and  that  be  selected  from  them 
such  facts,  as  he  thought  proper  to  relate  iu  his  own 
Gospel;  fcioee,  unless  these  Gospels  had  served  as 
guides  to  St  Mark,  it.  would  not  have  been,  in  hi* 
power,  as  is  supposed,  tp  select  out  of  the  great  num-» 
ber  of  facts,  which  the  life  of  Christ  presented,  thos$ 
only,  which,  St  Matthew  or. St.  Luke  had  recorded. 
But  the  present  hypothesis  accounts  for  this  pheno- 
menon full  as  well,  as  the  supposition  that  St  Marl; 
used  the  Gospels  of  St  Matthew  and  St.  Luke :  for 
the  copy  of  the  Hebrew  document,  which  was  the 
basis  of  St  Mark's  Gospel  was  N  +  a  +  /3  +  A  +  B,  and 
this  copy  contained  nothing,  but  what  was,  contained 
either  in  H + a  +  y  +  A+  T \  the  copy  used  by  St  Mat- 
thew, or  in  #;+  /3  +  7  +  B  +  T1,  the  copy1  used  ;by  St* 
Luke.  And. since  the  phenomena  in  the  verbal  agree*} 
ment  Qf  St  Mark  and  St  Luke  are  incompatible  with> 
the  supposition  that  the  one  used  the  Gospel  of  the 
other1,  the  present  hypothesis  not  only  may,  but  must 
be  adopted  to  explain  the  phenomenon  ip  question. 

Another  phenomenon  in  St.  Mark's  Gospel  is,  th?$ 
he  has  placed  all  the  facts,  which  he  has  in  pom  moo: 
both  with .  St  Matthew  and  with  St  Luke,  precisely 
in  the  same  order  as  St.  Luke  has  placed  them  B,  which) 
has  afforded  another  argument  for  the  opinion,  either 
that  St  Mark  copied  from  St.  Luke,  or  St.  Luke  from 
St  Mark.  Now  these  two  Evangelists  agree  through-, 
out  in  the  arrangement  of  their  facts,  not  because  the 
one  copied  from  the  other,  but  because  both  St.  Mark 


i  •» 


ft  Comment  Theol.  Tom.  I.  p.  382— 884. 

1  See  Ch.  vfii. 

■  See  the  Catalogue  of  the  XLII.  general  sections,  given  above 
in  Ch.  ▼.  where  it  appears  that  they  regularly  follow  without  any 
inversions  in  the  Gospels  of  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  though  not  in 
that  of  St  Matthew. 
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and  Si  Lofce,  actedfdtag  to  the  prtpoted  hypothesis, 

detained  the  facts,  in  the  satne  order,  in  which  they  found 
them  ia  their  common  Hebrew  document :  whereas  St 
Matthew  has  in  several  sections  a  different  arrangement, 
because  he  made  several  transpositions* 

The  passages,  which  St  Mark  and  St  Lake  only 
have  in  Common  with  each  other,  whether  they  are 
the  smaller  insertion*  /3,  or  the  larger  editions  B,  oc- 
cupy likewise  correspondent  places  in  the  two  Gospels, 
because  these  passages  had  been  added  in  their  copies 
of  the  common  Hebrew  document,  and  were  retained 
by  St  Mark  add  St  Luke  without  any  alteration  in 
their  position. 

The  passages,  which  St.  Matthew  and  St  Mark  only 
have  in  common  <wftb  each  other,  whether  they  are  the 
smaller  insertions  a,  of  the  larger  additkffls  A,  have 
in  both  Gospels,  except  in  ohe  instance,  tht  Mine  posi- 
tion, because  these  passage's  had  been  *dd*d  in  their 
copies  of  the  common  Hebrew  document :  the  position 
df  which  St  Mark  every  where  retained,  and  St  Mat- 
thew likewise,  except  in  one  instance.  This  instance  4b 
Sect  III.  of  the  Second  Division,  Matth.  aiii.  54—58. 
Mark  vi.  1—6:  an  addition,  which  had  been  made  in 
Die  Hebrew  document  H  between  Sect  XVtI.  and 
Sect  XVIII.  of  the  general  Sections :  for  Sect  XVII. 
Oontains  Mark  v.  21-— 43.  and  8ect.  XVIII.  Mark  vi. 
T— 13.  Now  both  Sect.  XVII.  and  Sect  XVIII. 
Were  transposed  by  St.  Matthew ;  and  therefore  it  is 
not  extraordinary  that  a  transposition  of  the  interme- 
diate addition  likewise  took  place. 

Of  the  passages,  which  St.  Luke  has  in  common  wMb 
St  Matthew  only,  some  occupy  correspondent  places 
in  the  two  Gospels,  as  the  additions  y  and  r  \  while 
Others,  namely  theodWilieoa  T*  ar^iaiartpd  io  places, 
which  do  not  correspond  to  each  other.  Tfee  additions 
y  have  the  same  position  iq  the  two  Gaspefc,  because 
they  wwre  augmentations  of  certain  amtibm  of  H,  and 
therefore  like  a  and  ft,  could  not  have  been  removed 
from  those  sections,  without  destroying  the  connexion. 
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The  sectiobsT1,  which  are  only  tWo  in  number,  thfe 
sermon  on  the  mount,  Matth.  v.  vi.  vii.  Luke  vi.  20 
-^49.  and  the  cure  of  the  centurion's  servant  at  Ca- 
pernaum, Matth.  viii.  5—1 3.  Luke  vii.  I*— 10.  had 
been  likewise  iuserted  in  the  copies  of  the  Hebrew 
document  tt,  which  were  used  by  St  Matthew  and  St 
-Luke :  and  hence  both  of  these  sections  occupy  at  least 
the  same  relative  position  in  both  Gospels.  For  in 
both  Gospels  the  sermon  on  the  mount  immediately 
follows  Sect.  XL  of  the  general  sections,  which  includes 
Matth.  iv.  23 — S5.  Luke  vi.  IS — 19  :  and  the  cure 
of  the  centurion's  servant  at  Capernaum  follows  in  both 
Gospels  the  sermon  on  the  mount,  in  St  Luke's  Gos- 
pel without  any  interruption,  and  in  St.  Matthew's 
Gospel  with  the  interval  of  only  foar  verses,  M&tth. 
viii.  1 — 4.  which  interval  was  occasioned  by  the  cir- 
cumstance, that  Matth.  viii.  1 — 4.  is  one  of  the  sec- 
tions, that  St  Matthew  transposed.  But  the  sermon 
recorded  by  St.  Luke  takes  up  only  thirty  verses, 
whereas  the  sermon  recorded  by  St  Matthew  takes  up 
above  an  hundred,  because  St.  Luke  inserted  the  ser- 
mon as  he  found  it n  in  his  copy  Of  the  document  K,  but 
St.  Matthew  made  very  considerable  additions,  a  great 
part  of  which  he  derived  from  his  copy  of  the  Tvivpo- 
Xoyia,  or  supplemental  document  3.  For  the  sub- 
stance of  the  rvupoXoyta,  according  to  the  proposed 
hypothesis,  was  inserted  by  St  Liike,  with  the  exception' 
of  a  discourse  and  a  parable,  in  ch.  ix.  51 — xviii.  14.: 
and  a  great  number  of  the  precepts,  which  St.  Mat- 
thew has  in  ch.  v.  vi.  vii.  in  addition  to  what  St  Luke 
has  in  ch.  vi.  40 — 49*  are  contained  in  Luke  ix.  51 — 
xviii.  14.  Further,  St.  Matthew  not  only  made  con- 
siderable additions,  but  arranged  the  precepts  in  a 
different  Order,  and  thus  gave  to  the  sermon  a  different 

■  There  are  two  passages  in  Luke  vi.  20 — 49.  namely,  ver,  24— 
£6.  ver.  &9,  40.  which  are  not  in  Matth.  v*~viL  These  two  pas- 
sages were4  probably  cootairied  in  St.  Luke*'*  copy,  but  not  in  St. 
Matthew's.  Or  perhaps  St.  Luke  added  Chem  himself  From  other 
information* 
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form  from  that  which  it  has  in '  St  Luke's  Gospel  * 
However,  what  deserves  particularly  to  be  noticed,  both 
Evangelists  begin  the  sermoft  with  the  same  precept, 
fiaKapun  01  wrw\oif  and  end  with  the  same  parable, 
namely,  a  comparison  of  a  man,  who  built  his  house 
on  a  rock,  with  him  who  hears  and  performs  the  word 
of  God,  and  of  a  man,  who  built  his  house  on  the 
sand,  with  him,  who  hears  the  word  of  God,  but  does 
not  perform  it.  Both  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  there* 
fore  have  recorded  the  same  sermon,  though  St.  Mat- 
thew has  dilated  it  by  the  insertion  of  many  precepts 
which  St  Luke  did  not  insert  in  itp. 


°  The  following  Table  represents  thq  passages  of  Matth.  v.  vi.  vii. 
which  are  contained  partly  in  Luke  vi.  20 — 49.  and  partly  in  Luke 
ix.  51 — xviii.  14. 


Luke  vi.  20,  41. 
22,  23. 
xi.33. 
xvi.  17. 
xii.  58,  59. 
xvi.  18. 
vi.  29,  30. 
27,28. 
35. 

32,  33. 
36. 
xi.    2 — 4. 
xii.  33,  34. 
,    xi.  34— 36. 
xvi.  13. 
xii.  22—31. 
Yi.  37—42. 
xi.    9—13. 
vi.  31. 
xiii.  24. 

vi.  43— 46. 

xiiL25 — 27. 

vi.  47—49. 


Matth.  v. 

11,12. 
15. 
18. 

25, 26. 
32. 

»*y  ■  ■  425. 

A.A. 

Tit 

45. 

46,  47. 

48.  ' 
vi.  9^—13. 

19—21. 

22,23. 

24. 

25—33. 
vii.  1 — 5. 

7—11. 
12. 
IS. 

16—21. 
22,23. 
24—27. 


p  The  preceding  representation  of  the  origin  of  the  sermon  on  the 
mount,  in  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  is  very  consistent  with  the  opinion 
of  several  modern  critics,  (see  especially  Pott  de  Datura  atque  indole 
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The  sections  T\  all  of  which,  without  exception,  con- 
tab  precepts,  discourses,  or  parables,  were  derived  both 
by  St  Matthew  and  by  St  Luke  from  the  rWpoXcyta ; 
and  hence  all  these  sections  occupy  different  places  in  the 
two  Gospels,  because.  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke,  who 
had  no  knowledge  of  each  other's  writings,  used  it  in  a 
different  manner.  A  great  nu  mber  of  precepts  contained 
in  it  were  transferred  by  St  Matthew,  as  has  been  already 
observed,  to  the  Sermon  on  the  mount  The  discourses 
and  parables,  which  he  found  in  it,  he  inserted  in  parts 
of  the  following  chapters  of  his  Gospel,  ix.  x.  xi.  xiii #. 
xviii.  xxil  xxiii.  xxiv.  xxv.  having  regard  probably  to 
the  times,  and  to  the  occasions,  on  which  those 
discourses  and  parables  were  delivered.  But  St  Luke, 
who  had  not,  like  St  Matthew,  been  present  at  their, 
delivery,  had  no  other  means  of  determining  their 
chronological  order,  than  the  internal  notes  of  time, 
which  were  discernible  in  the  discourses  themselves, 
or  in  the  facts,  which  gave  rise  to  them,  since,  according 
to  the  proposed  hypothesis,  though  many  of  the  facts, 
which  gave  rise  to  the  discourses  and  parables,  were 
noticed  in  the  rW/ioAoyta,  the  whole  was  arranged  with- 
out any  regard  to  chronological  order,  the  rW/ioAoyu* 
being  a  collection,  which  was  gradually  formed  by  con-  - 

orationis  montanae,  JHelmstadii  1788,  4to.)  that' the  sermon  bn  the 
mount,  at  pronounced  by  Christ,  had  not  that  form  and  extent,  whjcb 
we  find  in  the  sermon  recorded  by  St.  Matthew :  and  that  St.  Mat- 
thew himself,  in  order  to  give  a  general  and  comprehensive  view  of 
Christ's  moral  doctrines,  inserted  in  it  many  precepts,  which  had 
been  delivered  on  various  other  occasions.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
is  not  inconsistent  with  the  contrary  opinion,  which  has  been  hi- 
therto the  commonly  received  one,  for  Christ's  sermon  may  have 
been  imperfectly  recorded  in  the  document*,  many  of  the  precepts 
there  omitted  may  have  been  inserted  in  various  places  of  the 
Tf*f*o\oyiay  or  document  a,  and  St.  Matthew  may  have  done  nothing 
more  than  restore  them  to  the  place,  to  which  they  properly  be- 
longed, while  St  Luke,  who  was  not  a  hearer  of  Christ,  may  have 
left  them  where  he  found  them,  because  he  did  not  know  that  they 
belonged  to  the  sermon  on  the  mount. 

*  Matth.  xiii.  S — 52.  contains  a  collection  of  parables,  of  which 
the  two  delivered  in  ver.  31 — 83.  were  taken  from  the  Ji»p*»yfa« 
St.  Luke  has  them  in  Ch.  xiii.  18— 21 . 
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tiouel  accessions  of  dew  matter,  as  new  communications 
-were  made  by  the  Apostles/ and  other  immediate  disci- 
ples of  Christ p.     Accordingly  St.  Luke,  with  exception 
to  a  discourse  and  a  parable,  both  of  which  have  internal: 
notes  of  tinned  returned  the  precepts,  parables  and  dis- 
courses, which  had  been  recorded  in  the  Tv^^oXoyta  in 
the  collection,  in  which    he  found,  them.     He  gave 
however  to  the  whole  the  form  of  a  narrative;  in  order 
to  make  it  correspond  with  the  rest  of  his  Gospel,  which 
was  not  a  collection  of  unconnected  facts,  but  a  conti- 
nued history.    The  portion  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel,  which 
his  recension  of  the,  IVwpoAoyia  occupies,  is  ch*  ix.  5 1— 
xviii.  14.  a  portion r,  which  commences  with  Christ^  pre- 
paration to  depart  from  Galilee,  to  go  for  the  last  time 
to  Jerusalem,  and  ends  before  his  arrival  at  Jericho. 
For  in  ch.  ix.  .5 1 ,  52. St*  Luke  says  that  Christ  was  pre-* 
paring  to  go.  to  Jerusalem,   and  for  that  purpose  sent 
messengers  toSamaria :  in  ch.  xviii.  36.  he  says  that  Christ 
was  approaching  toward  Jericho,  and  in  ch*  xix.  I.  that 
be  arrived  there.     Consequently  all  the  precepts,  para- 
bles, and  discourses,  which  St*  Luke  has  recorded  in 

p  The  grand  object  of  inquiry  was,  xvhat  doctrines  Christ  had 
taught ;  the  time,  at  which  they  were  taught,  was  an  inferior  con- 
sideration. 

*  These  will  be  examined  in  the  next  paragraph. 

*  This  portion,  which  contains  rriore  than  eight  successive  chapters, 
particularly  distinguishes  itself  from  the  rest  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel,not 
only  by  its  consisting  chiefly  of  discourses,  whereas  the  rest  of  St. 
Luke's  Gospel  consists  chiefly  of  facts,  but  likewise  by  another  cir- 
cumstance. Namely,  from  Sect.  I.  to  Sect.  X  X  V.  of  the  general  sec- 
tions, St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  agree  In  a  series  of  facts,  which  they 
relate  in  the  same  order :  and  Sect.  XXV.  if  we  include  the  addition 
to  it,  which  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  have,  bat  not  St.  Matthew*  ex- 
tends to  Mark  ix.  4-1.  Luke  ix.  50.  Here  all  connexion  between  the 
two  Gospels  ceases,  and  does  not  re- commence  before  Luke  xviii.  15, 
Ac.  which  corresponds  to  Mark  x.  13,  &C  and  is  Sect.  XXVI.  of 
the  general  sections,  from  which  place  to  the  end  of  their  Gospels 
St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  agree  again  in  a  series  of  facts,  which  they 
relate  in  the  same  order.  Further,  if  we  deduct  the  whole  of  Luke 
ix.  51. — xviii.  14.  the  narrative  in  St.  Luke's  Gospel  does  not  ap- 

-  pear  to  have  any  interruption  :  for  Ch,  xviii.  15,  &c.  connects  very 
well  with  Ch.  ix.  17—50.  but  it  has  no  connection  whatever  >it& 
Ch.  xviii.  1 — 14-. 
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ch.  he.  51. — xviii.  14.,  are  by  their  position  in  St  Luke'* 
Gospel,  represented  as  delivered  in  tbe  interval,  which 
elapsed  between  Christ's  preparation  to  depart  from 
Galilee,  and  his  arrival  at  Jericho  *  :  and  it  is  probable, 
that  many  of  them  were  delivered  in  that  interval,  that 
St  Luke  knew  that  they  were,  and  that  ou  this  account 
be  chose  that  particular  part  of  his  Gospel  for  the  inser- 
tion of  the  substance  of  the  lYw/uoXoyia,  But  that  some 
of  the  discourses  and  parables,  which  are  recorded  in  St. 
Luke  ix.  51 — xviii.  14.  were  delivered  by  Christ  long 
before  he  left  Galilee  to  go  for  the  last  time  to  Jerusalem, 
and  that  others  were  delivered  after  Christ  had  passed 
through  Jericho,  is  certain.  For  instance,  the  woe  de- 
nounced to  Chorazin,  Bethsaida,  and  Capernaum  *, 
which  St.  Luke  has  in  ch.  x.  13 — 15.  was  spoken  .by 
Christ  even  before  the  death  of  John  the  Baptist,  and 
consequently  some  time  before  Christ's  departure  from 
Galilee :  for  St.  Matthew  has  not  only  recorded  it  in  ch. 
xi.  immediately  after  John's  Message  to  Christ,  but 
has  expressly  said  that  Christ  at  that  very  time *  denoun- 
ced woe  to  the  cities  in  which  he  had  performed  the 
greatest  number  of  miracles.  Likewise  Christ's  censure 
of  certain  persons,  who  required  of  him  a  sign  u,  which 
St.  Luke  has  in  ch.  xi.  24 — 32.  was  delivered  some  time 
before  his  departure  from  Galilee :  for  St.  Matthew, 
after  having  recorded  this  censure  in  ch.  xii.  38 — 45. 
says  expressly  ch.  xiii.  1.  that  Christ  went  on  that  very 
day  to  the  sea  side  v,  that  is,  to  the  coast  of  the  sea  of 
Tiberias,  or  the  lake  of  Gennesaret     On  the  other 

*  HencQ  Eichhom  supposes  (A legem.  Bibl.  Vol.  5. p.  992,  995.) 
that  the  portion  Luke  ix.  51 — xviii.  14.  was  taken  froth  a  docu- 
ment, which  contained  an  account  of  Christ's  principal  actions  and 
discourses  on  his  last  journey  to  Jerusalem. 

•  Sect.  VI.  of  the  Fourth  Division. 

Matth.  XI*  20.  2 1.      Ton  m^aro  om)t£i»r  rat  oroXiif,  i»  a\$  iytnm 
ml  mXtifx*  iviapiiq  avre,  or*  if  /Ainw^a*.      Ot/ai  ?o»  Xoga£.y  *•  t.  X.    ■' 

"  Sect.  VIIL  of  the  Fourth  Division. 

d  d  2 
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hand,  Christ's  lamentation  over  the  future  fate  of  Jeru- 
salem %  which  St  Luke  has  in  ch.  xiii.  34,  35.  was 
tittered  after  Christ's  arrival  in  Jerusalem:  for  St.  Mat* 
thew  has  not  only  recorded  it  in  ch.  xxiii.  37 — 39*  after 
he  had  related  Christ's  arrival  in  Jerusalem  \  but  says 
expressly  that  this  lamentation  was  made  in  the  temple  *. 
And  the  parable  of  the  faithful  and  unfaithful  servants*, 
Which  St.  Luke  has  in  ch.  xii.  42 — 48.  was  delivered 
by  Christ  while  he  was  standing  without  the  temple*: 
for  St.  Matthew  has  recorded  it  in  ch.  xxiv.  45 — 5 1. 
as  delivered  by  Christ  immediately  after  his  prophecy  of 
the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  with  the  view  of  exhorting 
his  disciple?  to  prepare  themselves  against  the  expected 
day.  In  like  manner  it  may  be  shewn  by  the  aid  of 
St.  Matthew's  Gospel  that  several  other  discourses  of 
Christ,  which  St.  Luke  has  recorded  in  ch.  ix.  51— 
xviii.  14.  were  not  delivered  in  the  interval  which 
elapsed  between  Christ's  last  departure  from  Galilee  and 
his  arrival  in  Jericho  :  but,  like  the  four  just  mentioned, 
they  are  not  accompanied  in  St.  Luke's  Gospel,  and 
consequently  were  not  accompanied  in  the  document, 
from  which  St.  Luke  derived  them,  by  any  such  dear 
and  distinct  facts,  as  could  lead  to  the  discovery  of  the 
veal  time,  in  which  they  were  delivered.  It  is  remark- 
able, that  throughout  the  whole  of  that  long  portion 
Luke  ix.  51 — xviii.  14.  not  one  of  the  places,  in 
which  the  parables  and  discourses  were  delivered,  are 

i  Sect.  X.  of  the  Fourth  Division. 

7  Ch.  xxi. 

*  In  ch.  xxi.  12.  St.  Matthew  relates  that  Christ  entered  into  the 
temple  ;  and  that  aU  the  discourses  recorded  in  ch.  xxi.  xxii.  xxiii. 
were  delivered  in  the  temple  appears  from  what  St.  Matthew  says  in 

Ch.  xxiv.  1.  x*i  i|iA0tf»  £  Iricnt$  is-ogiui to  avo  t»  tift*. 

a  Sect.  XL  of  the  Fourth  Division. 

\b  In  Ch.  xxiv.  1.  ?•     St.  Matthew,  after  having  said  that  Christ 
went  out  of  the  temple,   adds,    *«*  v^oo^do*  w   f*«0vr«u   avm 

•*ri)fi£a»  avrtf  r*t  oiito^at?  to  tigv.      *0  Ji  lucres  «rO  at/roif.     Here 

*  begins  Christ's  prophecy  of  the  destruction  of  the  temple  and  of 
the  city  of  Jerusalem. 
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mentioned  by  name :  for  hi  the  few  instances,  in  which 
places  are  mentioned  at  all,  they  are  mentioned  in  in- 
definite terms.    Thus  ch.  ix.  52*  cuntXflcv  ac  xvpmv  2apa- 

furwv.  ch.  S8.  curiiXOcv'  sic  wpvv  rtveu  ch.  XI.  1,  sv  ry 
«v«u  avrov  ev  rcwry  nvc.  ch.  XTli.  1 2.  a<r«p)^o/ifv8  airre  «c 

rtva  icw^irv.  This  is  perfectly  consistent  with  the  suppo- 
sition that  St.  Luke  derived  from  a  rWpoXoyia  the  pre- 
cepts, parables,  and  discourses,  which  he  has  recorded  in 
ch.  ix.  51— -xviii.  14. :  for  in  a  work  of  that  kiifd  the 
names  of  places,  which  are  of  importance  in  a  narrative, 
were  an  inferior  consideration.  But  the  indefinite 
manner,  in  which  places  were  mentioned  in  the  IWpo- 
Aoyta,  was  one  of  the  principal  causes,  which  prevented 
St  Luke  from  discovering  the  time,  in  which  many  of 
the  discourses  were  delivered.'  For  instance,  if  he  had 
known  the  name  of  the  village,  of  which  he  speaks  in 
ch.  x.  38.  he  would  have  known  that  the  discourse  of 
Christ,  which  he  there  relates,  was  delivered  after  Christ 
had  passed  Jericho  on  his  way  to  Jerusalem.  For  we 
know  from  St  John's  Gospel,  though  St.  Luke  did  not, 
that  this  place  was  Bethany b,  which  lay  much  nearer  to 
Jerusalem  than  Jericho  did. 

But  St.  Luke  separated  from  the  collection  one  dis- 
course and  one  parable,  and  placed  the  former  in  ch.  vii. 
19—35.  the  latter  in  ch.  xix.  11 — 28.  because  they 
were  accompanied  by  such  facts,  as  clearly  shewed  that 
the  one  belonged  to  a  part  of  his  Gospel,  which  pre- 
ceded ch.  ix.  51 — xviii.  14.  the  other  to  a  part  of  his 
Gospel,  which  followed  that  portion.  The  discourse  is 
that  which  was  delivered  by  Christ  on  the  message  of 
John  the  Baptist c :  and  as  St  Luke  in  ch,  ix.  9-  ha* 
described  John  the  Baptist  as  already  dead,  we  perceive 
the  reason,  why  he  inserted  a  discourse,  which  was 
delivered  while  John  was  living,    in  the    preceding 

b  St.  Luke  in  Cb.  x.  98,  89.  after  having  said  «vt*<  iktuxOif  i»c 
Ktfpnf  Tit*,  adds  that  Christ  entered  the  house  of  Martha,  who  had 
a  sister  called  Mary.    Now  in  John  xi.  1.  Bethany  is  expressly 

called  **fAM  M«(mk  ttat  Mg^ftrtTiK  «JkXp*f  «wk. 

«  Sect,  V .  of  the  Fourth  Division. 


/ 


406  ORIGIN  OF  THE 

part  of  bis  Gospel.  But  he  did  not  know  the  precise 
time,  when  John  sent  the  message  to  Christ,  and  hence 
the  place,  which  he  assigned  to  it  in  bis  Gospel,  does 
not  correspond  to  the  place,  which  St  Matthew  assigned 
to  it  For  according  to  St  Mattliew,  who,  as  being  an 
Apostle,  certainly  knew  the  exact  time,  this  message  with 
Christ's  discourse  on  it  was  delivered  after  Christ  bad 
sent  out  the  twelve  Apostles-,  but  according  to  St  Luke, 
before  Christ  sent  out  the  Apostles  \  However,  it  is  not 
difficult  to  assign  the  motive,  which  induced  St  Luke 
to  insert  it  particularly  in  ch.  viL  19—35.  For  bis 
account  of  Christ's  restoring  to  life  the  widow's  son  at 
Nain  closes  in  ver.  17,  1&.  of  this  chapter  with  the  fol- 
lowing Words,  icat  c£nA0€v  o  Xoyoc  «Jroc«V  oXy  rp  IaSscp  «pe 
avws,  mat  ev  Trcurp  ry  Tripi^tupy'  kcli  awqyytikav  Iwawp  ©t 

ftaQtirai  avrs  inpi  iravtcav  tvtmv.  Consequently  this  ap- 
peared to  be  a  very  proper  place  for  the  introduction  of 
John's  message  to  Christ,  and  Christ's  discourse  on 
it.  The  parable,  which  St  Luke  separated  from  the 
collection,  and  placed  in  ch.  xix.  1 1 — 28.  is  that  of  a 
prince,  who  travelled  into  a  distant  country :  and  his 
reason  for  making  this  separation,  and  placing  the  para- 
ble after  the  long  portion,  ch.  ix.  51— xviii.  14.  was, 
that  it  was  delivered,  as.  St.  Luke  himself  knew,  after 
Christ  had  passed  Jericho f.  Consequently  St  Luke 
knew,  that  this  parable  could  not  belong  to  a  portion 
of  his  Gospel,  which  ended  before  Christ's  arrival 
in  Jericho.     But,  as  in  the  preceding  instance,  this  para- 

d  In  Ch.  x.  1 — 42.  St.  Matthew  relates  the  sending  out  of  the 
twelve  Apostles,  with  the  instructions,  which  Christ  gave  them  on 
that  occasion.    And  in  Ch.  xi.  1,  $c.  he  proceeds,  ***  *yum  m 

mXiffir  o  Itjrtff  hartx^aut  tpk  dwJf*a  padqTatf  «vtv,  junCi  tsftOw  rar 
^iJiowxiiF  xou  unfOffaw  u  reus  «roXi<7-»*  etvrm.  O  }$  lva»rnt  ax*9m(  n 
rv  hvpamfif  r*  tfy*  rv  X{»m  wif*^**  &vo  ▼•»»  fAO&nrvf  acrrv,  *.  t.  A. 
'  «  St.  Luke  has  inserted  the  message  of  St.  John,  in  Ch*  to.  18 — 
35" :  but  his  account  of  Christ's  sending  ont  the  twelve  Apostles  is 
in  Cb.  ix.  1 — 6. 

'  In  Chap.  xix.  1.  St.  Luke  says,  «**  iwixft**  face  T*9  **?X*< 
and  in  ver.  Jl.  where  the  parable  in  question  begins,  mmmrrm  ^ 
mtn*9  ravrm,  wgoffOiif  m»i  frogaCoAgf,  fya  to  rf/vt  atrm  &q*  ItgNpaA^p* 
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ble  does  hot  occupy  in  St  Luke's  Gospel  precisely  the 
same  place  which  it  occupies  in -St.  Matthew's.  For 
according  to  St.  Matthew,  who  has  it  in  ch.  xxv.  14 — • 
SO.  it  was  delivered  after  Christ  arrived  at  Jerusalem. 

The  supposition  therefore  that  the  sections  T  •  as  well 
those,  which  are  contained  in  Luke  ix.  51— xviii.  14.  as 
those  which  are  contained  elsewhere,  were  derived  by 
St  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  from  TvvpoXoyta  of  the 
description  above  given,  will  account  for  every  pha&nb- 
menon,  both  in  the  contents,  and  in  the  position  of  these 
sections.  That  the  long  portion  Luke  ix.  5 1  —  xviii.  14. 
contains  much  matter  which  St  Matthew  has  in  no 
part  of  his  Gospel,  as  the  parabl^  of  the  Samaritan,  who 
fell  among  thieves,  cb.  x.  30—37.  the  parable  of  the 
prodigal  son,  ch.xv.  11 — 32.  the  parable  of  the  rich 
man  and  Lazarus,  ch.  xviii.  1 — 8*  the  parable  of  the  un« 
just  judge  and  the  importunate  widow,  ch;  xviii;  l-r-8. 
with  that  of  the  Pharisee  and  the  Publican,  ver.  9-— 12^ 
and  several  others,  was  occasioned  partly  by  the  circum- 
stance that  St  Luke's  copy  of  the  TvwfioXoyta  contained 
some  things,  which  St.  Matthew's  copy  did  not,  and 
partly  by  the  circumstance  that  St.  Luke  himself  in 
consequence  of  his  diligent  inquiries,  was  enabled  to 
make  additions  to  the  collection. 

Further,  though  St  Matthew,  without  St.  Mark,  has 
a  great  part  of  the  matter  contained  iq  Luke  ix.  51. — 
xviii.  14.  because  St  Matthew  as  well  as  St.  Luke  had 
a  copy  of  the  TvwfioXoyia  *,  yet  St  Mark,  without  St 
Matthew,  has  not  a  single  sentence  of  that  portion, 
because  St.  Mark  had  no  other  doeupaent  than  tf.  There 


'  s  In  the  Fourth  Division,  Sect.  IIL  IV.  VI.  VII.  VIII.  IX.  X. 
XI.  are  contained  in  Luke  ix.  61 — viii.  14>.  •  Compare  also 

'      Luke  x.      3—18.  Matth.  x.  10—16. 

xi.    39—52-  xxiii.    4—  7.  23—36. 

xii.      1—12.  x.  19—33. 

xiv.    16—24.  xxii.     1—14. 

xv.     3 —  7.  XTiii.   12—14. 

*vii.    23—37.  xxiv.    17—41. 


40S  OHIOIN  or  THE 

are  however  three  sections  common  to  St  Matthew  and 
St  Mark,  which  are  likewise  in  Luke  ix.  51 — xviii.  14- 
namely,  Christ's  confutation  of  the  opinion,  that  be 
cast  out  devils  by  the  aid  of  Beelzebub,  Matth.  xii.  £4 — 
SO.  Mark  iii.  23 — 37.  which  is  also  in  Luke  xi.  \6 — 
28. ;  the  parable  of  the  grain  of  mustard  seed,  Matth. 
xiii.  31,  32.  Mark  iv.  30—32.  which  is  also  in  Luke 
xiii.  18,  19.;  and  Christ's  answer  to  the  question, 
which  is  the  greatest  commandment,  Matth.  xxii.  34— 
40.  Mark  xii  28—31.  which  is  also  in  Luke  x.  25 — 28. 
But  these  three  sections  occupy  correspondent  places  in 
the  Gospels  of  St  Matthew  and  St  Mark :  and  there- 
fore both  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Murk  derived  them  from 
their  copies  of  the  document  K«  Consequently,  they 
were  either  original  parts  of  the  document  It,  which  St 
Luke  omitted  in  the  correspondent  places  of  his  Gospel, 
because  they  were  likewise  contained  in  his  document  1 : 
or,  what  is  moieprobable,  they  were  three  of  the  addi- 
tions A,  which  had  been  made  only  in  the  copies  of  N 
iksed  by  St  Matthew  and  St  Mark  \    In  either  case  we 

'Further,  there  it  a  great  number  of  single  precepts  or  sayings  of 
Chrfct,  in  Lukeix.  51— xriik  14.  Unity  of  which  St.  Matthew  hag 
in  the  sermon  on  the  mount  (see  the  preceding  Note  o9)  and  others 
in  other  parts  of  his  Gospel.    Compare  for  instance, 

Luke  x.  23,  24.  Matth.  xiii.  16*  17. 

xii.  S1—n5*.  x.  3. 

54—56.  xvi.  2,    3. 

xiii.  28,   29.  viii.  11,  12. 

xiv.  11.  xxiii.  12. 

26,    27.  x.  37*  38. 

xvii.    S,      4.  xviii.  15.  21,  22. 

..*»  Thus  in  Matth.  xviii.  6— 9.  Mark  fat.  43—  48.  which  Is  eoe  of 
the  sections  peculiar  to  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark,o»*  verse  occurs, 
namely,  Matth,  xviii.  6.  Mark  ix.  42.  which  is  also  in  Luke  xvii.  2. : 
and  in  Matth.  xstiv*  22 — 26.  Mark  xiii.  20—23.  which  is  one  of  the 
additions  to,  another  single'verse  occurs,  namely*  Matth.  xibr.  23. 
Mark  xiii.  21.  which  is  in  Luke  xvii.  23.  .  Aa<mg  the  additions 
therefore,  which  were  made  to  the  document*  ra-the  copies  used  by 
St.  Matthew  arid  St:  Mark*  some  of  them  contained  matter,  which 
was  likewise  in  the  document  a. 
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see  the  reason  why  St.  Mark  has  some  matter,  which  is 
found  in  Luke  ix.  51— xviii.  14.  though  he  did  not  use 
the  document  3.  But  in  the  first  of  these  three  sections 
St  Matthew  has  three  verses,  ch.  xii.  £7,  28.  30.  which 
St.  Mark  has  not :  and  as  they  are  contained  word  for 
word  i  in  Luke  xi.  19,  20.  23.  they  werfe  taken  by  St 
Matthew  from  the  document  l,  and  added  to  what  he 
found  in  his.  copy  of  the  document  K. 

Lastly,  in  respect  to  the  matter,  which  each  Evange- 
list has  peculiar  to  himself,  whether  we  consider  the  facts 
and  discourses,  which  are  contained  either  in  St  Mat- 
thew's Gospel  only,  or  in  St.  Luke's  Gospel  only,  or 
consider  the  circumstances,  with  which  St  Mark  has  so 
frequently  enriched  the  facts,  which  are  contained  with- 
out those  circumstances  in  one  or  both  of  the  other  two 
Gospels,  tHey  are  so  obviously  explicable  from  the  man- 
ner, in  which  the  Evangelists  have  been  supposed  to 
have  used  their  copies  of  the  Hebrew  document  or  do* 
cuments,  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  enter  into  a  particular 
detail  of  them.  For  though  the  Evangelists  made  use 
of  more  ancient  documents,  they  are  not  to  be  consi- 
dered as  transcribers  or  translators,  but  as  authors  : 
and  each  of  them,  as  such,  made  material  additions, 
either  of  facts,  or  of  discourses,  or  of  circumstances, 
which  were  unnoticed  by  the  other  two,  because  they 
wrote  without  any  knowledge  of  each  other's  Gospels. 

It  appears  then,  that  the  phenomena  of  every  de- 
scription, observable  in  our  three  first  Gospels,  admit  of 
an  easy  solution  by  the  proposed  hypothesis.  And  since 
no  other  hypothesis  can  solve  them  all,  we  may  con- 
clude that  it  is  the  true  one. 

»  See  Sect.  VII.  the  Fourth  Division. 
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